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VII. SPECIALISTS® ASSESSMENTS OF HOSRIKO

‘A. Qpinibns on Intelligence and Pereonalisy

1, G;gphglgggcgl Analysin )

Three pages of penciled notes and Jjottings in Russian made
by NOSENXO during en early debriefing session were submitted on
25 March 1564 to CIA handwriting analysts, together with a nunter
cf posed by the CIA officers handling NOSENKO. The
graphologists were told only that the writer was a Rucsian male
aged 36, that he had a university-level education, and that he was
8n intelligence officer by profession., Their report, which was
qualified due to limitations on the amount of NOSENKO's_handwriting
gpecimens submitted to them, is quoted below.
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2. Reports by Psychologist
a. .Psychological Testipg Resultg

A CIA psychologist intervieved NOSENKO and administered a
series of paychological tests on 9 July 1964. The psychologist's :
report, including answers to questions raised by the CIA handlers ; |
of NOSENKO is quoted in the following paragraphs. ' |
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¢c. Psychological Interrogation:

psychologist interviewed NOSENKO on his entire early history.
from birth until about 1953, when he said he entered the KG&.
- - H The main purposes were to collect additional information on this
i period,®* to gain further psychological insights into NOSZ=IKO's
i personality, and to find possible ways of obtaining a truthful
: account. though conducted under the. physical conditions of
interrogation, the questioning was relaxed and fo!lowed no rigid
: outline.- There vwere relatively few changes of story from pre-
H vious versions; at the same time, however, NOSENKO described in
i detail some incidents which he has Subsequently admitted to be .
untrue. An extract from the psychologist's report of these
interrogations is given below,

i

4

g Por fourteen days between 3 and 21 May 1965, the same CIA
i

i

"% A comparison of information obtained during this series of

interrogatiors with information given earlier and later by

NOSENKO-can_be_found_in_Part 1IV.
e
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3. Report by Psychiatrist

During the year April 1964-April 1965 NOSENKO was under the
medical care of a CIA psychiatrist who visited NCOSHIXO at regular
intervals, usually weekly, to examine him physically ard to listen
to any comments NOSENKO might have about himself and his situation.
The psychiatrist femiliarized himself with available materials on
NOSENKO, particularly with reports of his behavior in the months
immediately following the dzfection. A report which he submitted
on 20 December 1964 is given below.
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B. Views of Intelligence Personnel

1. Statement by DERYABIN

a. Introduction

Former KGB officer Peter Sergeyevich DERYABIR has followed
closely the entire course of CIA'S investigation of NOSENKO ard
his information. He took part in the interrogaticns of NOSENKO
in April 1964, January-February 1965, ard Octoker 1966 as an Ob-
server and consultant, and he personally questioned NOSENKO during
July and August 1965 concerning cert2in aspects of his personal
past and early KGB career. On the basis of his direct, personal
knowledge of conditions Jithin tha Soviet Union and of KGB organi-
zation and procedures prior to his defection in Feuruary 1954,

_,B8upplemented by cortinuing studv of later informaticn from a
“variety of sources, DERYABIN is of the opinion that much of what
NOSENKO has said abou: himself and the KGB is purposefully false
or distorted. Although DERYXBIMN has been able to offer authorita-

. _tive comment on many aspects of NOSENKO's story, the followsing

_.gection of this paper 1is limited to his remarks concernihg tIOSEN -
KO's entry into .the KGB {thern MVD) and his Communist Party affili-
ation, both of which fall into the period when DZIRYABIN was active
as a KGB (then MVD) staff officer. DERYABIN personally interro-
gated NOSENKO on these topics in the summer of 1965. Since DER-
YABIN was a personrel officer of the KGB (then ¥GB and MVD)in
Moscow, «ith long experience in Communist Party ectivities, at
the time NOSENKO claims to have entered the American Depar tment
of the KGB Second Chief Directorate, he is particularly qualified
to comment on these aspects of NOSENKO's story.

DERYABIN, as a Soviet Army officer, w#as graduated in 1945
from the higher counterintelligence school of Smersh {(counter-
intelligence #ith the Soviet Armed Forces). Following this he
sorked in Naval. Smersh in Moscow and in March 1947 began to work
in the MGB as a case officer in the Central Personnel Directorate.
Shortly afterwards, «hen his superior was appointed Deputy Cnief
of the Chief Guards Directorate for Personnel, DERYABIN trans-
ferred with him to the Guards Directorate. ke served as a8 Guards
Directorate personnel officer uatil May 1952, rising through the
ranks from case officer to the position of Chief of Section. One
of his responsibilities was the approval of personnel for service
in various units of the Guards Directorate, and re was also in
charge of supervising personnel and security matters concerning
one of the Di:gctorate's surveillance sub-sections.

After requesting a change from personnel to operational
duties, DERYABIN was transferred in May 1952 to the Pustro-German
Department’ of the MGB Foreign Intelligence Directorate. Until
December 1952 he served as the Deputy Chief of a sub-section in
the Counterintelligence Sektcr (desk) of the Austro-German Depart-
ment. He was then appointed Deputy Chief of the intelligence

o _ _Sektor of. the same department, 4 position he held until March

- 1953, From March until September 1953, DERYABIN was the Deputy
Chief of the sectior. in MGB Headquarters #hich was responsible
for the security of Soviets stationed in_ Austria and Germany.
In September 1953 he was transferred to Vienna, «#here he became
Deputy Chief of the section in the MVD Legal Residency respons-
ible for the security of Soviets in Austria. He defected to
American authorities on 15 February 1954.

cadae
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CERYACIN joined the Komsomol in 1736 uad remcined a4 merber
until 1940, when he became a candidate member of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union; he became a full Party memper in
hugust 1941. During his Party career he reld a nurrer of responsi-
ble posts. Before the war, «hen DERYABIN w#as a teacher in Altay
Kray, he «<as the secretary of a local Komsomol unit and simultan-
eously served &s a member of the Komsomol Plenum in the rayon
where he lived. Prom Octoter 1940 until November 1941 he was .
Secretary of the Komsomol Committee of the 107th Engineer Batt3lion
of the Red Army and from June 1945 until April 1946 held the same
position in the Komsomol Committee of the ltaval Smersh. This was
the unit which had particular responsibility for counterintelli-
gence work within the lHaval GRU, which NOSENKO said he joined in
1951. ' In .the MGB DERYABIN wac a member of the Party Committee of
the Personnel Section of the Guards Directorate and, after his
transfer, was eiected Secretary of the Party B8ureau of the Austro-
German Department of the Foreigrn Intelligence Directorate. He held
this post from January 1953 until his transfer to Austria in Sep-
tember 1953. :

b. DERYABIN's Comments

The following statements by DERYABIN are based on his question-
ing of NOSENKO between 26 July and 13 August 1965, The questions
asked and the statements attributed to NOSENKO (referred to as
Subject) sere during this period. Although the Soviet State Secu-
rity Service did not become known as the KGB until March 1954,
this term is used for convenience sake, except where the specific
organization of the MGB or MVD is under discussion, DERYABIN's
comments follow:

“NOSENKO's Acceptance into State Security*

- ®*Taking NOSENKO's. own statements at face value, it is highly
improbable that a person such as he has described himself to be
w#ould be acceptatle for a position as a staff officer in State
Security. The following factors are important in this regard: .

a. It was the policy of State Security to avoid hiring
the children cf high government officials. :

b. Untils STALIN's death in March 1953, KOBULOV, the
pan who supposedly helped NOSENKO gain dntrance into the
service, had no influence inside the MG3 apparatus. From
about 1948 until 9 or 10 March 1953, KOBULOV had no office
irside the MGB or the VD buildings. - I know personally that
in these years KOBULOV worked in Germany as Deputy Chief of
the GUSIMZ (Chief Directorate of Soviet Properties Abroad)**
which was once directly under the Council of Ministers and
later under the Ministry of Foreign Trade. The office was
located on Chkaiova Street, near the Kurskiy Railroad
Station (three blocks from my former apartment). . _ . o

* See also Part V.B.

#% WISMUT A.G. in Germany was subordinate to GUSIMZ; for a
further discussion of KOBULOV's role in helping NOSENKO
join the KG3, see Part V.B.

M e
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c. 1t was physically impossible at the time for NCSENKO .
to be recomrended for and accepted into State Security, as he
has told us, all in one month, March 1953. (If one accepts
his earlier version that he had his talk with KOBULOV in Jan-
uary or Fesbruary, his account is similarly impossible because
KGBULOV was not then in State fecurity.) It wguld normally
have taken a much longer time, but in addition to this it was
a pericd of reorganization and the personnel staff was no+
actively conducting their work at that time, and pernuwanent
staff officers were rnot sure that they would retain their
positions,

d. In March 1953 NOSENKO vas alreadv twenty-five ard a
half years old and orly a member of the Komsomol. He had rno
recomrrendation for Party membership and could not become a
menber for a full year because of his transfer from one ser-
vice (GRU) to another. It is impossible that State Security
would accept him krnowing in advance tha: on his birthday he
would be teenty-six years old and without either Komsomol or
Party membership. Even for the son of a Mirister, the Secre-
tary of the Komsomol Committee of the KGB would have to talk
with the Personnel Cffice and would not give a recommendation
for his acceptance, especially for the Internal Counterintel-
ligence (Second Thief) Directorate. 1In the case of a son of
a8 Minister and one #ho is recommended bv KOBULOV, the secre-
tary would request from KOSENKO a recommerdation for Party
menbership from the members of the Communist Party where
NOSENKO used to work, in this case the GRU. 1In this way the
secretary of the Komsomol would be sure himself that NOSENKO

would become a candidate member of the Communist Party during
the next year. ’

‘"However, even acceptirg that despite these obstacles and

contradictions the KGB would have accepted him, ore must also"

remeaber (according to NOSENKO's own statemenis) that HOSENKO's
file contained the foliowsing negative points.* They are serious
factors and certain of them alone would be erough to cause the
rejection: the totality makes it difficult to believe that at a
time of crisis in the State Security organs anyone would take the
respor.sibility of accepting him:

a. Subject was already married and divorced before entry
into State Security.

b. He had been married to General TELEGIN's daughter
and TELOSGIN had beern arrested by State Security and was in
jail the day that Subject entered State Security.

c. NOSENKO said that there was a file on 'OSENKO's
father in which compromising material was collected on_ -
-~ - Subject's family. NOSENKO agreed that one piece of infor-
. mation that would-have-been in this file was the fact that
his maternal grandfather died ir a Soviet prison while under
sentence as a counter-revolutionary. :

d. The social status background in the life of Subject's
mother was nobility.

* 'See also Part 1V.B,

coagh el - 23]

T

PRSI Y

b ens A s



MV‘JOOO

§  7oPSECGREL ¢ e

618.

e. The shooting incident in Lenirngrad during World s
War Il ard his decertion fro the Naval School in Baku T
would have played a very negative role in any consideration

of his acceptance into State Security.

f£. Subject never completed high echool in the normal
fashion. R :

T

g. Subject was a poor student at the Institute of Inter-
national Relations. :

h. It should be added that the KGB would definitely
kro# that NOSENKO was involved in an automobile accident
in 1947 and was interrogated by the Militia (traffic court),
found guilty, and fined. This would definitely play a
negative role in NOSENKO's admission to the KGB,

i. NOSENKO would never rte allowed to enter the KGB having
just recovered from tuberculosis.* In fact, there was a rule
at that time that no person who ever had tuberculosis (even
twentyyears earlier) would be permitted to work in the KGB,

“In addition, after acceptance, the fact that KOBULOV was a
personai friend of Subject's father, as he has told us, would
have keen noted in the file and would have plaved a negative role
in permitting Subject to continue to work in State Security after
KOBULOV's arrest in June 1953. :

*1 asked Subject how he answered some of the questions in the
anketa (entry questionnaire), particularly the questions on his
former wife, her relatives, and on his mother's ancestry.** 1I
then asked Subject how it wds, taking into account his motler's
eristocratic ancestry, the fact that her father died in jail, the
Trotskyite allegations against Subject's father, the fact that
Subject's former father-in-law (TELEGIN) was still in jail, and
the fact that Subject was present w~hen TELEGIN's a2partment was
searched--that he had been accepted into the KG3, particularly
in 1953 during the confusion and changes after the death of STALIN.
Subject admitted that the question was logical, and said that he
could only assume that the influence of KOBULOV and the important
and influential position of his own father outweighed these nega-
tive factors. He also cited his GRU experience in this connection.

*I then asked Subject how he had reported his second marriage
tc the KGB., He replied that before the marriage he had mentioned

* NOSENKO firs: mentioned having had tuberculosis during the June
1962 meetings, when he described it as a minor case but said he
s#as urder out-patient treatment until 1958. He next mertioned
his illness in 1966, describing how he sometimes coughed up a

- "glass of blood“~ at a time, Although DERYABIN's "questioning
covered this part of NOSRIKO's life in detail, there vas no
mention of tuberculosis in July and August 1965. DERYABIN'S
comment 1S based on the 1966 information but is included here
for purposes of context.

¢4The anketa and DERYABIM's questioning on this subject are dis-
cussed further below.
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it briefly to GORBATENKO, and that he had unofficially run a name
check on his prospective bride (which was ‘clean'), and that after
the marriage he had filled out another arketa ir which he included E F
all the required data on his wife and rer relatives. After con- )
siderable prompting, Subject said@ that he tad indicated that she ,
and her parents had been in France, but that he had concealed the 4
fact that her granémother had been in German-occupied territory ‘
during the «ar. (He admitted that the KGB would have learned this

in a routine check, fowever.) 1 then reviewed for Subject the 5
negative security factors mentioned above, adding the arrest of . ,
KOBULOV, the fact that his ned wife and her parents had been

abroad, the fact that her grandmotiier was in German-occupied

territory, the fact that Subject was now over-age for the Komsomol i
but not yet a Party member or candidate, and the fact that Subject a
received a 13-day sentence for misuse of cover documents and in-
curring venereal disease, and asked 'if he didn’'t think that his
personnel file had been reviewed in 1954, and if so, what grounds
there could have Leen for retaining him in the XGR. Subject said !
that he thougnt that his file probably was revieved but that '
again the influence of his father had saved him. Subject added

that another important factor was prooably his language qualifi-

cation and particularly his higher educatior. 1 pointed out to

Subject that if his second wife and her parents had been abroad

it was impossible that her nare check could have been negative.

He admitted it was illogical, but insisted that this was sa.

"NOSENKO 's Knowledge of XGB, 1951-54

vEntry Date into KGBE: NOSENKO was reminded that he had pre-
viously given varying dates for his entry on duty in the KGB., He
replied that he did not remember the exact date., but he was sure
that it was in the middle of March 1953 - perhaps 13 or 15 March
(15 March 1953 was a Surday). He would give no explanation for
why he previously claimed to have entered the KGB in . ol
1952.* In fact it would be very unusual for a KGB officer toO
forget his exact entry-on-duty date to the very day because it
is used to compute length of service and must be entered on vari-
ous forms from time to time. €

)

*Numerical Cesignation of the Intellicgence and Counterintelli-
gence Directorates in 1953: Asked to describe what directorates
existed in tne MVD while BERIYA was Minister (March-June 1953),
NOSENKO named the First Chief Directorate (FCD) and the Second
Chief Directorate (SCD) which he said were the intelligence ard
counterintelligence directorates respectively. Asked if he were
sure, NOSENKO said he was positive, and that the only change that
took place was that later, under KRUGLOV, for. a few months only,
the FCD became the SCD, ard vice versa. NOSENKO stuck to this
even when told he was wrong: he did rot say he did not know or
did not remenmter, pertaps realizing that he could not claim not
to remember shat directorate he served in. (Actually, the change
in numerical designations was instituted by BERIYA right after .
STALIN's death in March 1953‘and’perSisted-until-the KGB was - - S e
organized in March 1954. Thus, NOSENEC does not know what the
correct designation of his own directorate was at the time that
he allegedly entered on duty with Soviet State Security and for
the entire first year of his alleged service there,

_* NOSENKO on other occasions has given various reasons why he

told CIA that he joined the KCB in 1952. See Part V.B.
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“MVD Leadership, 1953-54: Asked t> nane the chiefs of the
directorates and separate departments of the MVD urder BERIYA
and KRUGLOV, NOSFNKO named nine out of 28. He wes unable to name
the Chief of the Intellicence Directorate, saying that he remem-
bered only SAKHAROVSKIY (PANYUSHKIN was chief unti. 18535). ~wxed
to name KRUGLOV's deputies, NOSENKO named only ROMASHKOV and
SEROV, and was ignorant of such prominent deputies as LUNEV ::id
SHATALIN. Told that a Secretary of the Central Committee of the
CPSU was one of KRUGLOV's deputies at this time (SHATALIN), X0S-
ENKO flatly denied that this was possible.

“"Orqanization of KGB: NOSENKO did not know when the KGB was
organized (March 1954). He said that it was in early 1955 or
late 1954, Told that he was a year off and asked to think it
over, NOSEMKO insisted that he was right.

"Processing Procedures for Employment with KGB: NOSENKO's
story about how he was processed for employment with the XGB in
1953 is inconsistent with the procedures used at that time. He
does not know many of the things that he should know about en-
trance procedures; he is wrong about many of the things that he
clzims to remember, The disparities are so creat that they can-
not be explaired (as NOSENKO attempts to do) by the claim that
KOBULOV's recommendation resulted in a simplified entrance pro-
cedure for HOSENKO,

"The most important cdocument fiiled out by prospective em-
ployees of Soviet State Security is a detailed personal history
questionnaire, called in Russian Anketa spets:ialnoco naznachenivya
sotrudnika KGB. This exhaustive questionnaire is 16 pages long,
and filling it out is an experience that one is not likely to
forget. A background investigation is run on the basis of this
questionnaire, which itself becomes a permanent and prominent
feature of the employee's personnel file. MNOSENKO remembers

. £111ling out a questionnaire, but does not know its designation.

" He asserts that it was only 4-6 pages long. He asserts that he

filled it out at home, and submitted it in two copies shortly
before entering on duty. Actually, this questionrnaire was re-
quired in ore copy only, and was never permitted to be taken
home since it was a classified document (even when not filled
1n) .t .

“NOSENKO insists that he did not have to take a medical exam-
ination prior to entering the KGB. This is not possible. Such
an examination was a routine and mandatory part of the processing.
I cannot think of any instance in which it would be waived.**

* DERYABIN's views are based on NOSENKO's statements in August
1965. In his original biographical statement (1962), NOSENKO
said that no anketa was required. He implied as much in his
most recent statement in April 1966, after being questioned

- by DERYABIN, - This- statement is given in-Part V.B. S

*%See remarks above concerning NOSENKO's alleged treatment for .
tuberculcsis from 1552 to 1958. o o S ' T N
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"NOSENKO's descriptior of the secrecy agreement that he
signed when entering on duty with the KGB is ccxplztely unlike
the agreement that was in use at that time for staff employees.
It may be significant that NOSENKO's description of the secrecy

- agreerernt he recalls signing resemples the setrecy ajreesnents '
that were taken from ajents.

“NOSENKO insists that he did not £411 cut any other forms,
questiornaires, Or papers when entering the KGB. Actually, there
were a number of other routine forms that had to be £i{llcd out by
applicants and new employees.

“Location of ROZIZINKO's Office: NOSENKO says that all his ,
entry processing was handled by a personnel officer ramed ROZHEN - i
KO and his staff. He asserts that ROZ{ENKO's office, which ROS-
ENKO visited several times in early 1953, was located on the 6th %
f£loor, 8th entry, Buildirg No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Street. In fact, :
neither ROZHINKO nor any officers or units of the Personnel De-
partment were located in the 8th entry. They were all (ircluding
ROZHENKCO) located on the 6th and 7th floors of the 7th entry of
Buildirg No. 12.*

"Rank Pay: Asked about his salary when he first started to
work ir the KGB, NCSENKO said re got a basic salary of 1700 rubles
as a case officer, 500 rubles for his rank of lieutenant, plus
secrecy, languace, and lorgevity pay. He insisted that this was
correct, even ~ren told that KGE officers were no longer being
paid for ranX in March 1953, and said that although he remembered
that there was one year--1954--when they were not paid for rank,
he was sure that when he first entered on duty he received this
pay. Salary for rank was taken away from State Security officers
in September 1952 ard was not restored until April 1954, ¢

"promotion to Senior Lieutenant: In giving the chronology
of his promotion to various military rarke, NOSENKO claimed to
have been promoted to senior lieutenant in April 1953, shortly .

“.after joinirg the KGB. Told that this was impossible, and that
nn one in the KGB was promoted a: this time, NOSZNKO replied that o
he couldn't say about anyone else but he was sure that he had re-
ceived his promotion at that time. In fact, this is impossible:
all promotions in the KGB were frozen from the time BERIYA took
over as minister (March 1953) until late 1953.

“yisitor's Pass Procedures: Im talking about his first visit
to the K3B to process for employment, NOSENKO was unable to re-
call the procedires employed by the KGB Pass Office in issuing
visitor's passes. Specifically, he maintained that the name of
the interviewer was not indicated on the pass. In fact,. the
name of the interviewer did appear on the pass and the inter-
. viewer had full responsibility for ‘the visitor while he was on
, - KGB premises. While it is understandable that NOSENKO might
- I have forgotter the details involved if he had only visited there
: “a few times more than ten years ago, if he worked at KGB-Head- -
= --quarters for-over -ten-years-as a staff officer and particularly. .. . .
as a supervisor he would have frequent occasion to admit visitors,
SRS S _and thus should know visitor's pass procedures quite well.

i *NOSENKO has since said that he spoke to no personnel officers
{ _ prior to acceptance by the KGB or afterwards, thereky indicating
) that his statements to DERYABIN were untrue. See Part V.B,

PN - - !
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"Unescorted Ertry into KGB Building with Visitor's Pass: In
describing his firet day at work, NOSENKO said that he went from
the Pass Office, where he optained 2 visitor's pass, to the 4th
entry of the Biilding lio. Z, where his pass was checked by the
guards, and thren went unescorted to KCBULOV's office on the third
floor. Chrallenged on this point, he said he wis sure +hat it was
possible to enter without an «scort. In fact, it was acsolutely
impossible to go through any entry of Building No. 2 without
escort if you did not have a properly stamped KG3 (MVD) identity
document (see below).

"KGB Identity Document: NOSENKO was asked to descrike the
KGB identity document that he received when he first entered the
KGB. He was then asked if there was anything unusual in connec-
tion with this document at that time. He replied that he knew of
rothing unusual. He was then reminded that af:er STALIN's death
and again after EERIYA's arrest 1t was neessivy to have special
stamps placed in the identity documents to validate them. With-
out the right stamp it was impossibie to ente: the KGB building.
NOSENKOC was ignorant of this and was urable to recall anything
about it despite a numkter of hints and leading questions, Actu-
2lly, during the period of upheaval followirg STALIN's death and
again after 3ERIYA's arrest, all KGB identity documents were tem-
porarily withdrawn in order to have special validation stamps
placed in them, and it was literally impossible to get in the
KGB tuildings if one did not have the right stamp. This was the
subject of numerous anecdotes at the time and is hard to believe
that an officer who served in the KGB at the time could have for-
gotten it completely.

"Gagtronom: Asked to describe the sign in front of the KGB
Club, NOSENKD caid that he did not remember any sign (there was
one in 1952) but mentioned that there was a Castronom (food store)
next to the KGB Club. Asked when the Gastroncm was cpened, he

said fjrmly that it was already there whren he started to work
in the KG38., In fact, this Gastronom was definitely not there as

of 1954, It was opened sometime Lketween 1955.and 1937, as Moscow
directories show. The KGB Club is in entry No. 1 of Building
No. 12, Dzerzhinskiy Square, and lOSENKO would have had to pass
it every day he #ent to work.

“Chief Directorate of Militia: Asked vhere the Chief Direc-
torate of Militia of the USSR was located in 1953-54, NOSENKO

replied that he did not know, and knew only that later it was
located on Ulitsa Ogareva. Actually, in 1953-54 it was located
next to the main KGb building at Dzerzhinskiy No. 2. A staff
officer in the counterintelligence directorate would have fre-
quent occasion to deal with the Chief Directorate of Militia.

»K.I. (Committee of Information): Asked where the Intelli-
gence Directorate of the MVD was located in 1953, NCSENKO replied
that it was scattered between Dzerzhinskiy No. 2, the Acricultural
Exhibition, tnhe K.I. buildirg, and Kiselniy Pereulok. This is

"a confused and irfcorrect answer. "Asked for clarificatior, NCS="" ~

ENKO said that he had never visited <ither the K.I. or the First
Chief Directorate building at the Agricultural Exhibition. Thus,
NOSENKO seems to be unaware that the K.I. has not existed since
1951, and that the K.I. building and the building at the Agri-
cultural Exhibition were one and the same place.
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“NOSENKO's Claim to Have Been a Komsomol' Sesretery in the
Second Chief Directorate, KGB

. "NOSEXKO claimed to have become a member of the Komsomol
Organization (K/O) of the KGB when he entered on duty in March
1653, to Rave been elected as Secretary of Komsomol Organization
of the Second Chief Directorate in the fall of 1953, and to have
served in that capacity until the fall of 1954, when he was re-
moved because he used operational-alias documents in obtaining
treatment for a venereal disease he had incurred. He claims to
have been excluded from the Komsomol, without prejudice, when he
attained his 27th birthday in Cctober 1954,

"Asked to describe how he trancsferred {rom the Kcisomol Crgan-
ization of the Haval Intclligence Post in the Baltic to the Kom-
soirol Organization of the KGB, NOSENKO gave an entirely incorrect
description of this procedure, both as reygards deregistration from
the K/0 in the Baltic, and registration with the K/0 in the KGB,
Ee gtated that he was issued a new Komsomol registration card by
the KGB K/0, without reference to the previous K/O in the Baltic:
this is impossible. :

“NOSENKO gave an incorrect account of how a K/O secretary is
elected, stating that he was elected at a meeting of the K/O. 1In
fact, the K/O meeting can only select the K/O committee, which will
convene separately to elect the Secretary.

"NOSENKO could not describe the duties of a K/O secretary in a
specific manrer,

"NOSENXO did not know who was the secretary of the overall KGB
K/O. The secretary of the SCD K/O would be directly subordinate

. to him and would deal with him frequently.

" took place while ne was K/O secretary, saying that they took

"NOSENKO was unable to describe his dealings with the KGB K/0
or the identities or responsibilities of the people with whom he
dealt there. ‘

"NOSENXO insisted that in 1953-54, the maximum age for a Kom-
somol member was 27. 1In actual fact, the maximum age was 26 (it
was raised later). This point is important, both because NOSENKO
should know exactly if he had served as a K/O secretary, and also
because it refutes his story that he was excluded from the Kom-
somol for over-age in 1954. ‘ ’

"NOSENKC maintained that 211 the members of his K/O paid dues
in the amount of 2 percent of their monthly salaries., This 1is
incorrect, as monthly Komsomol dues were calculated on a sliding
scale determined by wage group: at that time, Komsomol members
earning up to S00 rubles monthly paid 0.5 percent: those earning
500 to 1500 rubles paid 1 percent, and those earning over 1500
rubles paid 1.5 percent. The K/O secretary collects the dues, "~

“and must know the right amount, == ~ =" 7777 7 T otmuTmTe o s sreemos st o s

“NOSENKO did not krnow whether or rnot a Komsomol Congress

place every year. 1In actual fact, the 12th Komsomol Congress
which convened in March 1954 was the first since 1948; at this
12th Congress a number of changes were made in the Komsomol Rules
(Ustav). As secretary of a K/O NOSENKO would have been 1nvo;ved
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in a good deal of preparatory work for this Congress, which was
8 big event in the life of every Komsomol worker at the time, and
could not be forgotten," :

Although DERYABIN's direct knowledge of the KGB ended in 1954,
his detailed info 3 :

ith

gard to what NUSENKO has <aid about KGB procedures, DERYABIN
stated: “Asked to describe how he conducted name checks on a
Scviet citizen and on a new arrival to the American Embassy in
1953-54, NOSENKO gave a superficial descripticn of how such
checks were done. However, he resisted every attempt to get him
to descrilbe this process in detail, and he made several blunders
which show that he never actually ran such a check himself. For
example, he did not know where the records of all Soviet citizens
who have been tried are kept, and he attempted to improvise an
answer (completely wrong) that they would check with the Militia
about this, NOSENKO correctly said that Archives were located
on Kirov Street, but he was completely unabie to stretch his
limited knowledge to provide a description of how these various
repositories were actually checked. NOSENKO was also asked to
describe in detail how he ran such a check on a Soviet citizen
in the 1956-59 period. Here again he was in difficulty and re-
fused even to try. He did not even know the everyday term Spetsg-
proverka, which means a check for cleararce.

"It was particularly interesting that he did not feel able to
dispute my challenges of his informatior, even though he undoubt-
edly knows that I do not have first-hand krowledge of procedures
in this period. I even tested this on one occasion by asking
NOSENKO the difference between the lst Spets Otdel (Special
Department - KGB cards and files) and the Operativno-Uchetniy

Otdel (Operational Reports Department - the functional name for

the 1lst Special Department). He answered that the 1st Special
Departmert holds the files on Soviet criminal cases wrhile the
Operational Reports Department is for political and cspionage
cases. It scems he invented this answer on the spot. In addi-
tion, it is wrong that political and security cards are separate
from criminal cres in the 1st Spgcial Department, They' were

in my time and must still be combined in one card file.

“NOSENKO states that he knows nothing about the files of
the First Chief Directorate. It is unkelievable that in ten
years of service in the Second Chief Directorate NOSENKO never
saw a First Chief Directorate file; how else would he be able
to check information on foreigners, especially on American Em-
bassy personnel? The first stage in such a check is an inquiry
to the First Chief Directorate and a check of aay files they
may have on the subject. According to his own account, NOSENKO
should have keen doing this type of thing the whole of- his ten

~ years of service, without regard to whether he was _assigned to

the American Department or the Tpurist Department."

AN
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2. Remarzks by CIA Handlers

ey e

2l -
a. Introduction inate
geTy

Five CIA case officers who worked directly with NOSENKO have
recorded their personal observaticns on his behavior and actions.-
The principal case officer, the first CIA representative to meet
cipated in all of the meetings and inter-
onally or monitoring frcm off-stage) since

A second case officer, who participated in
the meetings in Geneva in 1964 and in all subsequent ph :
the operation, has spent the i

Three other officers, who began to work
with NOSENKO after his arrival in the United States and conducted
the bulk of both the debriefing aqgf;he hostile interroaatinna ij

] [tﬁf{umong them, they command an extensive knowledge of
@ Soviet Intelligence Services, and they have had a variety

of agent- and defector-handling pxperience.

NOSENKO was talked to and questioned in several types of
circumstances:

, = In five tightly organized meetings in 1962 in

‘ Geneva with limited time available for each of a wide :
! range of topics, none of which could be ignored but none : '
of which could be covered in detail. : :

- In cQncentrated. but somewhat longer meetings in
place in Geneva in Janvary-February 1964, with the know-
: ledge by all participants that items not adequately covered
i then could be dealt with after the defection.

- In routine debriefing sessions after his defection,

area, where a spectal effort was made not
to put pressure on NOSENKO or express doubts about his
" statements.

. - Under detailed hogtile interrogation (especially
April 1964 and January-March 1965). : : )

: - In extended, detailed debriefing sessions which ‘ i
{ . NOSENKO could not evade (May-November 1964, May 1965, i
July-August 1965, and Ogtober 1966). :

Thus there were opportunitiep t§ pogé_pgs pgﬁfgrmgnceiggdhrgac-_ o
== - < -] 7 7 tions under varied degrees of stress and control.

. The features of NOSENKQ's conduct, manner, and. techniques
discussed below are confined to those which were clearly and con-
sistently observed by all of the officers involved.
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b. NOSENKO's Conduct in Meetings

NOSENKO in brief, superficial, uncritical debriefings (of
the sort which characterized the 1962 and 1964 Geneva meetings
and the debriefings. prior to 4 April 1964) was reasonabliy con-
vincing in his manner. For example, on the basis of the hur-.
ried sessions of June 1962 in Geneva, which did not allow tire
for systematic or detailed questioning, the CIA case officer
in commenting on NOSENKO's conduct mentioned "the ease of his
manner, the sureness of his knowledge of matters which he should
have known, and the amount of checkable information he provided.”
NOSENKO seemed to that case officer to be *under little or no
restraint as to the amount and nature of what he told us” and
"made a convincing and good personal impression: a vigcrous,
temperamental and vital man.” Similarly, nothing in NOSENKO's
manner caused doubts on the part of the F3I representativee who
took NOSEMKO's reports in February, March, and early April 1964.

It beczme apparent, how:ver, when the cases KOSENKO had
mentioned briefly in early meetings were taken up in detail in
leisurecly debriefings after the defection, that he could not add
facts consistent with what he had said before. He was unable to
recall related incidents or additional Circumstances which did
not come to mind in the first telling, despite being aided by
qguestioning from different angles or in different coatexts. The
game results were obtained in exhausting his store of operational
leads (with a half dozen exccptions) and his information on XGB
procedures, installations, and operational methods: Having once
reported on these general topics, NOSENKO could oifer nothing
more when debriefed again, regardless of the method of question-
ing tried. Repeatedly he used the same stories to tllustrate
his points; new stories did not emerge. In a perici of nine
months, NOSENKO was drained of information 67 Ais pPeYSONEI and
pforessional experie€rnces and knowlédde., Never btefora hag the
m_g.;sz,aiﬁssr.s_ﬁncoun;g:gd__a_-.defectdr who was tctally cde-
briefed. - - Tmme T T T T

A technique NOSENKO has frequently used to explain his in-

- ability to supply details and to forestall further questicrning

4 has been to claim poor memory. "Different Eeople have cdifferent

¥t ¢ of memories,” he has said on maiy occasiols, Or On others:

o § %ave t5Td what I remember.” The case officers who have
handled NOSENKO agree, on the other hand, that he has an excel-
lent memory, although perhaps a peculiar one: NOSENKO did not
always recall most easily those events which hLad occurred most
recently, or those incidents which were most closely related to
. him. He was able, for example, to remember detailed information
i on the penetration of the Courier Transier Station in Paris and
to give a long, detailed, and ordered account of “he comprcmise
of PENKOVSKIY, in neither of which he claimed any personal role;
he has been able to name hundreds of KGB officers, to give the
dates on which many of them transferred from one coxponeat of
the Second Chief Directorate to another, and to describe their
responsibilities at particular times. Yet NOSENKO forgot where
he himself served in the GRU; he could not consisteatly dis-
cribe the circumstances of his divorce; he failed to provide a
consistent date for his entry into the KGB and fcr his transfer
from the American Department to the Tourist Depcrtment in 1962.
Likewise, NOSENKO remembered details of KGB operations which,
like the "ANDREY" case in 1953, took place in the relatively dis-
tant past, but he could not recall the travels, friends, and
activities of his own target _Ccohn V. ABIU.AN or details of opera-
tions against many American code clerks in 1960 and 1961.

et Ol
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These limitations of xrowiedge ar2 quirks of memory were
evident rot only cduring meezings when NOSENKO was teing decriefed.
Trey were also apparent in the interrogations wh:ch supplanted
the debriefings. : .

Ce. NOSENKO's Behavior Under Interrocatiorn

(1) Introduction

In the many and long 1interrngation sessions there emerged
hatvits of behavior noticeable to ¢ach 2f the CIA officers present.
Trese characteristics of NOSENKO were his manner of recounting
events and his evasiveness, irmprovisétions, ard other defernsive
techniques, They are reviewed elow.

(11) Manner of Recounting_Events -

Typical of NOSENKO's performance in the interrogations were
the following points:

- Talking about operations he supe:vised and about his per-
sonal role in the KGB Headquarters aspects of other operations,
NOSENKC habitually used the passive vcice ("it was decided") or
irdicated that he was rot alore in these activities (‘there was
no azcounting on who wWas WOrking on any ccde clerx case--it was
GRYAZNOV, XOSCLAPOV, NCSENKO, and also working was KLYPIN, GRIBAN-
OV," or "We made the decision--1 and KOVSHUK and GRYAZNOV, " or "I -
and GRYAZNOV discussed this with him.") +“hen asked where a par- ,
ticular conversation ook place, he rarely located it in his own : S
office ("I was in KOV3EUK's office when KCSLCV called him about
the trip” or "I was in KLYPIN's office ard he was talkirg to
KOVSHUK") , '

- At the other extreme from being impersonal, NOSENKO some-
times quoted conversations in wnich he tock part (-1 th=en said,"”
“he said to me," etc.), but it was in just such matters that
NOSENKO most often contradicted himself (e.g.. his relatiornship
with GRIBANOV and his part 1n the recruiurent approach to the
Anerican ¢ode clerk James STORSBERG). -

- In repeating certain stories (the CHEREPANCV case and the
provocation against Professor Frederick BARGHOCFN are examples)
NOSENKO gave them in precisely the same order, without addition
or omission. :In relating the FENKOVSKIY story, which he stressed
he iearned “little by iittle’ from several different sources, he

_ presented the facts each time in nearly identical order. Asked

for more details on these cases, he invariably insisted--often
with irritation--thLat he knew rothing more and if he did, he
would have reported it. Other factors contributed to the im-
pression that in such instances NOSENKO hac delivered his infor-
mation by rote: Statements like "I don't remember what I told
you before" when queried agair on a particular case; detachment

who, like himself, had cooperated with Anerican latelligence:
POPOV, PENKOVSKIY, and CHEREPANCV: an irability to correlate
dates ard events in different operations which he said he was
handling {such as conflicts ir the timirng of his agproach to
W.E, JOENSON and in the date he gave for John V. AEZIDIAN's visait
to tre Pushkin Street dead drop. and conflict between the dates
of his participation in the MCRONE case and his travel to Cuba) .
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- - NOSENKO, with a few excepticns (notably the compromise of
PENKOVSKIY and the ASIDIAN visit to the dead drop site), could
not supply specific or approxinate datcs for operational activi-
ties during the period of his service in the U.S. Cmbassy Section. ot
Beyond recourse to the phrase "1960, 1961," he refused to estimate ’
the dates or to associate these activities with the time of the
year or events in his personal life.

PR BN
'

(£ii) Bvasion, Improvisaﬁi%h; and Other Defenses

In the debriefings before the interrogations, KOSENKO avoided
questicns and topics not of hisg own choosirng, saying that he would
give full details "later,” when systenatic debriefing began.
when the question or topic came up anew in a later debriefing, o
r.e would plead fatigue or boredom and propose: “This morning
we drink; tomorrow we work.® Prior to 4 April 1964 he provided
only accounts of operations selected by himself; it was only
after 4 April 1964 that he could be, constrained to reply to de-
tailed questioning on other matters. -

Prom that peint on, other evasive tactics became familiar
to his interrogators. He would try to change the subject or
to thift from the spe:ific event to a generalized account of how
such things were done in principle. He would claim bad memory .
on grounds that, for example, operations against U.S. Embassy i
personnel were hopeless and useless anyway. lie would dismiss the
details or the entire operation as unimportant (for exanple, the
microphones in the U.S. Embassy). He would set out reasons for
his igrorance of things he admittedly should have known (his own
*poor per formance, ” preoccupation with other matters, inattention
to duty, absence fron the KGB while on vacation, lack of time to
master details because he was a superviscr). Unable to name or
talk about KGB indigenous agents working against Americans, in-
cluding those in operations under his supervision, NOSENKO
disparaged the quality of, such agents ("they never reported any-
thing of interest on anyone®) ; he cited their low educational
level and their inferior status as servants and employees as
one reason none of them could give the KGB operationally useful
information. In fact, the record of many indicated prcvious em-
ployment which would demand at least the equivalent of a college
degree or certificate from a technical institute. Numerous maids
were former school teachers, one was formerly a chemist.

1@ s -

When evasion failed, it seemed to the interrogators that
NOSENXO improvised his answers. some of these evident improvisa-
tions ledé him into unacceptabie statements or positions. To use
; his responses to the questioning on Jchn V. ABIDIAN as an example:
! Not knowing about ABIGIAN's car, he said the KGB could not get .

{ at it. (In fact, the car was held by Soviet customs for two o
i

weeks, and later NOSENKO himself spoke about the way the KGB used
Embassy chauffeurs for access to cars.) Not knowing of ABIDIAN'S
trips out of the USSR, he claimed that the KGB had no way to

£ind out where Embassy officers went when they made trips out of
the country. - (In fact, ABIDIAN had told his language teacher
each time and she, as NOSENKCO said, was a KGB agent; also, ABIDIAN
. ~ arranged his trips by long-distance phone from Moscow to his des-

{ ) tination abroad, and the KGB can cover such calls.) Not knowing

of ABIDIAN's trip within the USSR, he spoke of a vacation which

he latter admitted to be false. Asked why he did not know personal

o i A B (s -
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data on ABIDIAN from the State Dcpartinent Bicgraphic Register, ‘
he said "only the First Chicf Directorate” uscs Ity when the :
interrogator parsued the point, NOSENRO said he romemkered that
KOVSHUK did have a copy in his office, "but an old ore, 19536,
which didn't list ABIDIAN." Under pressure about ABIDIAN's visit
to Pushkin Street, NOSENKO said the ¥GB thoujht that ABIDIAN may
not have entered the building on Pughkin Street; yet he had earl-
ier given extensive details about how the KG3 had analyzed the
precice nunber of seconds ABIDIAN had been inside, to'determine
where the drop, if any, might be. As another example, when he
;a8 initially asked about Geo3ge BLAKE, tl.2 KGB agent in MI-6,
the context of the question was a discussion of Second Chief
Directorate operations. NOSENKO lateled it as such ard said it
sgas not as important as VASSALL." Later, when the name was men-
tioned again, he asked: "Who's BLAKE?"

On other occasions, when his self-contradictions were pointed
out or when he admitted ignorance of matters ha acknowledge he
should have known, NOSENKO would fall back upon cne of the follow-
ing lines of defense:

- “What I know 1 tell you; what I remcmber I tell
you," or “I den't know," "I cen't cxplain,” -- or a shrug.

- The details, even if cornfused or contradictory, are
not important. What is important is the "witole” or entirety
of the facts, their importance and their "reality." It is
this that American Intelligernce should evaluate, not de-
tails. -

- He must be gcnuine because otherwise "how could I
have been working with "SARDAR' and 'PROKHOR'?2°® (Johan
PREISFREUND whose KGB cryptonym: was "PROKHOR, " did con-
firm NOSENKO's role.) "How else could I ‘tell you about
STORSBERG?" "The KGB would not use a staffer as a provo-
cateur,” nor would the KGB supply infecrmation on "live
cases® such as the Paris case (JOHNSON) and VAS3SALL, and
reveal the names of its officers abroad.

- If Anerican Intelligence checked his story “fully,"”
jt would learn that despite all this confusion, he was genu-
ine. He repeatedly urged that his interrogators check
via an independent penccration of the KGB--there it would
verify that his name is registered as the case officer who
opened, held arnd turned over the ABIDIAN file and thus that
he was a KGB officer.* .

NOSENKO referred to this method of corrcborating him .at least
20 times during the intarrogaticns of January-March 1965. He said
on 1 February 1965 that "maybe the day will come when you have
a source to check and you will find out” (that he was ABIDIAN'S

case officer). _Later in the same interrogation session, he added:.

- =1 gee how pooTr and miserable I'm léoking with ragard to ABIDIAN'S

file, but anyore who can check in [XGB) Archives will see.®™ On
) rebruary he said, "I greatly wish that you will have as soon. . . -
as possible an agent in the KGB. It is simple to look at the

.i‘was the only such source at the time.

Tﬂﬁ(WﬁﬁFT.
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file on ABIDIAN.
Yuriy Ivarovich, opened this file' " On 1€ February he said:
will show I am what I say.”
in one hour to a check via such a source.
that "time will show" that he is not a provocateur.
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On the first page is written thzt 'I, NOSENKO,
"Tinme’
3 March he rcferred nine times with-
He repeatedly stated

At one point

On

he engaged in the following dialogue with his interrogators:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NQOSENKRO:

NOSENKO:

INTERRCGATOR:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENKO:

INTERROGATOR:

NOSENKO:

d.

I'm telling you that, if you check, you'll find
that I'm right.

We're not disputing that you worked for the KGB.
We're disputing that you held the positicns you
say you held in the ¥GB.

That's what I'm saying. If you cculd check you
would find that I was only in these two departrents
and only in these positions...

(later in the session)

I can't tell you anything wore. I can't prove
anything. Maybe the future will shcw.

what can the future show?

I don't know. But from what I understand the check-
ing has not gone very far. Maybe you can check
further... I mean, if you have any possibility now,
I mean by chance, have anyone in the KGB or out of
the KGB, with any of my acquaintances, friends.

You mean our acquaintances, don't you?

Yes, but maybe your acquaintances can check wi
someone, because anyone in the XGB should know
that, yes, there was a NOSENKO.

Should we ask someone like VAKHRUSHEV or SUSLOV?
No, of course not, because 1 gave you their rames.

Ccheck someone else, not known to me, soO you can be
sure.

Additional Otservations

(1) Inquisitiveress About CIA

NOSENKO's questions about CIA and its activities seemed to his
interrogators to be beyond the interest or curiosity expected of

. Soviet Intelligence defectors.
discussing his own KGB responsibilities:
and I will remember details.”
_tiveness--include--the-following:—————— — ~— 7 T

Frequently he asked, even while
"You tell me about a case,
Other examples of NOSENKO'S inquisi-

e e v a

- When shown the CIA publication "Checklist of Soviet
officials Abroad® during the 1964 meetings in Geneva, NOSENKO
made inquiries -about what organization prepared t and to what
part of the U.S. Government that organization is subordinate.

Vo
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- In January 1964, entirely out of context, he asked

Efughggff 1 5
| (He was not able to explain in .

later questioning why he had not informed CIA about the case
before he made the foregoing inguiry.)

PPRTET SR,
‘ "‘i?‘-’i,. :? ,:'."]-‘-'3‘ i % A

- NOSENKO asked precisely how American Intelligence col- : o
lection in the USSR is directed and coordinated. The CIA case ‘
officer responded: "What was that question?” NOSENKO there- : b
upon said: "It was not a guestion--just general interest.® o
When the case officer urged him to repcat the question, he re- P
fused to talk about it and diverted the coaversation to other »
nattersa. :

- He asked where CIA secretaries resided in the Washing-
ton area. ‘

- NOSENKO tried to find out the grades of the CIA offi-
cers in contact with him.

- NOSENKO inquired in early 1964 whether the CIA offi-
cer who met him in Gerneva two years earlier had received a
medal for that phase of the operation.

(ii) Acceptance of Contrary Information from Other Sources

Under interrogaticn, even when accused of lying, RNOSENKO
rarely challenged the validity of CIA's information nor claimed
superior knowledge. The only facts he challenged strongly were
incontestably true, such as the date of GOLITSYN's defection, the
date of ABIDIAN's visit to the Pushkin Street dead drop, KOSC-
LAPOV's travel separate from JENNER, and KOSOLAPOV's November 1960
trip to Helsinki. It seemed at all times that he accepted that
CIA knew more than he did on tovics including ccnditions in the
USSR and cases and people for whom he claimed direct responsibility.
‘He never challenged DERYABIN's statements abcut KGB procedures,
although aware that his own information was more recert.

FUAaE T L R S

(e) Discﬁssions with NOSENKO on His Own Performance

After admitting his inability to respond to gquestions about
operations in wnich he said he participated, NOSENKO sometimes
gave a general appraisal of his own performance. He rculd adnit
that it was “impossible %o have such memory breaks" and agree !
| that his response was neither reasonable nor acceptable ("In your : Lo
place I wouldn't believe it either,®” or on another occasion, "It - :
: will look bad to your boss”). Admitting that the questions were . :

fair, logical, and clearly put, he acknowledged at least a dozen : y
! . times during the January-March 1965 interrcgation that his per-
. formance under questioning was bad and unacceptable.

&~ ___ ____Re also admitted that most of the leads he had passed were
largely useless. Out of the150--or-so--he-said_he had provided,
he stated that the great majority were "no good,” unimportant, or
people with whom the KGB had not worked ("Maybe *ANDREY' became :
-~ - - 1 ...  _not interesting to KGB, changed jobs, and was not so important any )
more®; "some of the agents recruited by the Seventh_ Department
weren't meeting the KGB"; etc. He consistently estimated, how-

ever, that there were about 20 to 25 “"good” leads. :

| ’UKSECRET - - ‘!
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C. Polygreph Testing

1. Test in April 19€4

Shortly after his defection, NOSENKO agreed to undergo a : {
polygraph examiration which tre CIA handlers had told hin was a '
routine part of his defector processing, He was irformed on © |
3 2pril 1964 that the test woild be administered the following ]
morning, and that it was therefore advisable for him to get a
good night's rest and to refrain from alcorolic beverages. NOS-
ENKO arank heavily on the night of 3 hpr:l, did nct enter his
bedroom until 0300 hours on 4 April, and following breakfast at
0730 hours on 4 April consumed scveral gin-and-torics. Subse-
quently, when NOSZINKO thought he was not peinc observed, he was
seen to remove nis hand from his lips furriedly.*.

Followirg a medical examiration by a physician who noted )
that NOSENKO had been darinking, he was ir.troduced to the CIA !
polygraph operator. An exper:ernced interroga-or, fluent in the
Pussian language, this polygraph opé&rator condéuicied the test in ;
Russian from 1043 to 1515 hours on 4 April. His report is quoted :
below.

“The question of Subject's (NOSENKO's) will:ingness to par-
ticipate in the polygraph tes- was one of minor consideration,
since he had, on previous occasions. agreed that he would take
the test. However, whether Subject wouid contarze with the
polygrapn testing if confronted with atzempted deception after
an initial test run, was one of the considered prodlems. Con-
sequently, in order to preclude the possipility of Subject's
terminating the test prior to its completion: 1t was decided
that a minor deviation from the accepted poiygraph technique
would be used during the polygr2ph testing: specifically, to
insure that a polygraphic recc:a of 3Subject's reactions to all
the pertirent questions be obtained prior to challenging him on
i any significant polygraphic decep:zior 1rndications his charts

might reflect... This plen was followed thro:zghout the poly-
graph interview...

* On 18 May 1964 a report was received on the chemical analysis
i of six types of tablets which had peen taken from NOSENKO's
{ personal effects. In this report, a CIA chemical expert made
! the following remarks based on chemical, microscopic, and in-
strumental analysis including the use of X-ray: “Sample No. ' J
4238 consisted of three (3) gray tablets wrapped in a piece i
of paper with the name 'Phenomin’' wWritten in Russian. Micro- '
scopic analysis of these tatlets established the presence of
. — _ a.small.amount _of dl-amphetamine sulfate, a large amount of .
lactose, and a small amount of corn ctarchi dl-azphetamine is———————-—
a sympathomimetic agent employed mainly as a central nervous
! system stimulart. The effect of taking amphetamine as a drug
; ' in conjunction with a polygraph test could exaggerate decep- . i
: tion responses especially for a weak reactor. No phenothi- ] '
? azine (a tranquilizer) which 1s the accive ingredient in .
‘Pheromin' was present in these tablets. The ta%lets do not
appear to be of U.S. manufacture. ...As a result of the above
examinations it was established that none of the items sub-
mitted are of the barbiturate family. Although either sul-
faguanidine (Sample No. 4242) or aspirin (Sample No. 4240)
could be used (and indeed have been used) as secret ink, they
are also rormal medicirals which a traveler might carry, and
thore fa mathirm ir the farmalatinn of the tatless to suagest

e —— ———————tt = = (%8
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*Although the Subject had used both alcohcl and some unknown
drug prior to testirg, there is nc guestion, based both on analysis 4
of Subject's polygraph charts as well as persorzl observation dur- !
ing the interview, that Subject has attempted czliberate deception )
in the specific pertinent areas which are mentioned below in this _ _
repcrt. L

*It is [my) conclusion that Subject is not a bona fide defector,
but is a dispatched agent sent by Soviet Ilnteliigence for a spe-
cific mission or nissicns.

"According to the pian, the differert phasas involving various
pertinent areas were covered with Subject polygragnically. Chal-
lenge of Subject's reacticns was indirect and ‘soft.' On ro occa-
sion did Subject even attenmpt tO velunteer any explanation of the
possible causes for hLis polygragh reactions. FHe continually denied
and refused to admit that there was anythirng tc any of the questions
which were asked of him. when the final test guesticns were com-
pleted and a record was cbtained of all of Subject's poiygraphic
responses, the nature of the challenge and probing was changed.

< omg————e

——

"Subject was told that he was lying to numerous pertinent ques-
tions and was accused of beirng a dispatched agont. Subject's only
explaration to [my) direct accusation was that ne could not be a
dispatched agent becauce of the amount of inforrmation he nad volun-
teered to American Intelligernce. _ :

*Subject, who before and throughout testirg reflected com-
plete self-control and ccmposure, now exhibited a completely dif-
ferent picture. His composure was rnon-existent, his eyes watered,
and his hands trentled. Prior tc being confronted with (my] opinion
thac Subject was a dispatched agent, when Subject was asked on
one of the last test runs (a) 1f he were sent to penetrate Ameri-
can Intelligence and (b) if Subj2ct received instructions from KGB
on how to attempt to beat the polygraph, his answers were given
in a voice that actually trembied...

.p
ey
5P T

pen

*Listed below are all of the questions asked of Subject. » ' _1’
"Series tl: -
Were you borrn ir the Soviet Urion? Yes. (No reaction)

Wese you born in the city of Nikolayev? Yes. (No reaction)

Were you born on 30 October 19272 Yes. (No reaction) ; o oy

oy
PR A

pid you deliberately give any kind of misinformation when
you told us your autobiography? No. (Reaction) 1K

Is NOSENKQ the surname which you had at tire of birth?
- —-————— - —-Yes+--(Reaction)- —== — -

Are you concerned about the fact that the polygraph test
. - may discover that you are hiding the truth from me? .No.
; (No reaction) |

Was your father the Minister of Shipbuidlirg? Yes.
(No reaction)

P
b -

"
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Were you a member of the Communist Party before 13567 No.

(No reactior) :
(Subject stated that he applied for candidacy to the Commu-
nist Party in 1956, and in mid-1957 was accepted as a menmber.)

Did you deliberately give any misinformation about your work
ard service in the KGB? No. (No reaction)

Besides your children, is there anything in your life on

the basis of which somcone may blackmail you? MNo. (No re-
action)

(Subject atated that his love for his children was the only
thing that is of any consequence which the Soviets might use
for blackmail purposes. -However, Subject said he was not
worried, because regardless of titreats against the welfare
of his childrcr:, he would not allow himself to be black-
mailed or controlled.)

Have you ever engaged in any homosexual activity? No.
{(Reaction)

pid you give deliberate misinformation about your education?
No. (Ko reaction)

pid you ever comnit a major crime? Ne. (Ko reaction)

pid you give deliberate misinformation about your military
service? No. (Mo rcaction)

"Series #2:

_orders of the KGB? No. {Reaction)

Did you establish contact with American Intelligence in Geneva
in 1962? Yes. (No reaction)

Did you establish contact with American Intelligence in
Geneva in January 1964? Yes. (No reactiion)

Did you voluntarily defect to the Mericans? Yes. (No
reaction)

Did you ask for the right of political asylum from the
Americans? Yes. (No reaction) ‘

Were you sent to the Americans by the organs of Soviet
Intelligence (with a special mission)? No. (Reaction)

Do you have a sincere desire to fight against the KGB and
all other punitive organs of the Soviet tnion? Yes. (No
reaction)

Did you establish contact with Arerican Intelligence on

Did anyone know of ycur intention to defect to the Americans?
No. (No reaction) :

poes the KGB have a pre-arranged signal for establishing
contact with you in America? No. (Reaction)

vk

s & o g
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Do you have a pre-arranged signal for establishing contact
with Sovict Intelligence? No. (No rezction)

Do you'qué’a concrete plan to return to the Soviet Union
sometime in the future? XNo. (Reaction)

Are you performing a special mission for Soviet Intelligence
in connection with your defection? No. {Reaction)

Are you deliberately hiding penetrations made by Soviet
agents into American Intelligence about which you are
aware? No. (Reaction)

Are you witting of other recruitments made by Soviet Intel-
ligence of American Embassy personnel which occurred after
RHODES and 'ANDRSY'? No, (No reaction)

Are you an agent of the KGB or other Soviet Intelligence
organs? No. (No reaction) '

Was there ény pre-arranged signal included in the letters
you wrote to your wife (since your defection)? No.
(No reaction)

"Series #3:

s ———— s ma

pid you defect to the Americans in 19642 Yes. (No reaction)

Did you defect to the Americans in Geneva? Yes. (No re-
action)

pid you defect to the Americans with the assignment of un-
covering plans of American Intelligence agaiast USSR2?. No.
(Reaction) C -

pid you defect to the Americans with the assignment to find
out more about the structure and methods of operation of
American Intelligence? No. (Reaction)

pDid you defect to the Americans with the aim of penetrating
American Intelligence? No. (Reaction)

pid you defect to the Americans because you were dissatis-
fied with the Soviet system? Yes. (Reaction)

pid you defect to the Americans with the aim cof discredit-
ing Soviet officers of the KGB who defected earlier? No.
{No reaction)

pid you defect to the Americans with the aim of giving mis-
informétfﬁﬁ‘556&€‘Sovietnagents*—penetration—ofuhmerican

1
fad
s .,.‘h'...,.é :
ey

RON

e

Intelligence? No. (No reaction)

*series #4:

pid you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to Geneva in 19627 No. (No reaction) : '

pid you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to Geneva in 19647 No. (No reaction) .
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Did you hide anything from Anerican Intelligence about your
trip to Cuba in 19607 No. (Reaction)

pid you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to London in 19577 No. (No reaction)

Did you hide anything from American Intelligence about your
trip to London in 19582 No. (No reactionj

pid you perﬁonally participate in the search for CHEREPANCYV
in December 195632 Yes. (Reaction)

Is it true that KOVSHUK visited the United States in 19572
Yes. (Reaction)

Did GRIBANOV visit Switzerland in 19622 Ro. (No reaction)

To your knowledge, did GRIBANOV vigit Switzerlard in 19642
No. (No reaction)

Was GUK in Switzerland in 1964? Yes. (XNo reaction)
"Series #5:

Did you work for Soviet Intelligence in 19622 Yes. (No
reaction)

Did you work for Soviet Intelligence in 19642 Yes. (No
reaction) _

Did you tell us the truth about Lee Harvey OSWALD? Yes.
{(No reaction)

DPid you tell us the truth about Yuri KROTKOV? Yes.
(Reaction)

were the CHEREPANOV papers especially prepared and ‘passed
to the Americans by the XKGB? No. (Reaction)

Is it true that Soviet Intelligence has an agent, whose
name is unknown to you, among the American representatives
in Paris? Yes. (Reaction)

Did you bring with you personal identity documents which
were fabricated by KGB? No. (Reaction)

pid you give truthful information about the structure of
the First and Second Chief Directorates of the KG3? Yes.

(No reaction)

Are you misinforming American Intelligence according to a

L ey

[P

specially--developed—KGB-plan2-—No. (No-reaction)

Is it true that AGAYANTS is the Chief of Department D (Dis-
information)? Yes. (Reaction)

To your knowledge, was PEDOSEYEV the Chief of the American
Department of the Second Chief Directorate in 1963 and 19642
Yes. (Reaction)
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pid you drink more than you told me? NKo. (Reaction) 2
(Subject admitted to having only one gin and tonic prior
to testing.)

pid you know that American Intelligence uses the polygraph?
Yes. (No reaction) .

Did anyone in the Soviet Union explain to you anything about™
American Intelligence's use of the polygraph. No. (No
reaction) :

-—

pDid anyone in th. KGB explain anything about the polygraph
to you? No. (No reaction)

During the last twenty-four hours, did you take any medi-
cine or pills? No. (Reactior)

Did you receive instructions from the XGB on how to attempt
to beat the palygraph? No. {Reaction)

Were you ever hypnotized by anyone? No. (No reaction)

pDid you bring any types of medicine or pills with you (from
abroad or from the Soviet Union)? No. (Reaction)

Do you have any pills or medicine about which you have not
told me? No. (Reaction)

*Although Subject later admitted that he had two types of
pills with him which Le brought froa Mcscow and which [werel
in his portfolio, he declined to adrit that he had had more liquor
than he told [me}l, that he had received specific instruc- T
tions about the polygraph from the KGB, or that he had taken any
type of pills during the last twenty-four hours.®

e e
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2. Test in October 1965 on Lee Harvey OSWALD

a., Introduction

CIA conducted = polygraph examination of NOSENKO onb
18 October 1956 on ¢ subject of Lce Harvey OSWALD. *

Since the previous polygraph test in April 1964, NOSENKO
had been under close security guard, his movenents restricted,
and in the interin had becen interrogated in detail and accused
of bad faith in dealing with U.S. Government authorities.
NOSENKO had not been interviewed by CIA during the six months
prior to October 1966. He had had no access to alcohol or
drugs, his food consumption had been norral, acd his sleep
had been adecquate. :

1
|
'
H
13
[

NOSENKO was given no advance notjice of the polygraph
cxamipation. Upon entering the room where it was to take
place, he immecdiately recognized the officer present as the
person who administered the first CIA polygraph test two and
one-half years earlier. NOSENKO correctly said that they hLad
first met on 4 April 1964.

In the prec-test interview, questions on the OS¥ALD case
were put to NOSENKO in Russian, his answers (also in Russian)
were recorded, the operation of the machine was explained,
and clarifications of the questions ard his answers were
made. The three series of questions pertaining to the OSWALD
case are given below in their entirety, and they are followed
by the conclusions of the polygraph expert.

i+ e e on s

b.- Results

“Series No. 1 ' . ‘ s

1. V¥as Lee Harvey OSWALD ever in the Soviet Union?
Alswer: Yes. (No reaction)

2. Was OSWALD in the Soviet Union from 1559 to 19617
Answer: TYes. (No reaction)

3. Did you receive special instructions about what to
tell the Americans about the OSWALD case?

Answer: No. (Reaction)

w

Did you personally meet OSWALD? . f tvi
Angwer: No. (No reaction)
! 5. Was OSWALD recruited by KGB as an agent? : i

Answer: No. (No reaction)

6. Were you glad that President Kennedy was killed?

Answer: No. (Reaction)

7. Other than what you told me, did you'actively parti-
cipate in the OSWALD case prior to 1963?

tin e et s mmrm e e seaem

i Answer: No. (No reaction)

' * S L. TNl VPN Lme Tt ndVem e ACLIATH



14-00000

0P SECRET \

8. Did you see a photograph of OSWALD in 19632
Answer: Ycs. (Reaction)
9. Was Marinu PRUSAKOVA an agent of KGB?
| Answer: No. (No reaction) ) ; -
9a, Before her marriage to OSWALD?

Answer: No. (Reaction)

9b. After her marriage to OSWALD?
Answer: No, (No reaction) '

10. Did you personally meet Marina PRUSAKOVA?
Answer: No. (No reaction)

11. Did OSWALD have ary kind of contact with the 13th S
Otdel of the First Chief Directorate?

Answer: No. (No reaction)
12, Did KGB prepare OSWALD for committing assassinations?
Answer: No, (No reaction)

13. Was OSWALD prepared (trained) by KGB to kill President
Kennedy?

Answer: No. (No reaction)

24.* Did you hear of OSWALD (case) prior to President
Kennedy's assassination?

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

i “"Subject's (NOSENKO's) most significant reactioas on

: this test series were to questions 3 and 24--other reactions
¢ } of a lesser significance were evident to questions 6, B, 9a,
: _ and 10.
P

"Series No, 2

20. 1Is the name OSWALD familiar to you?

I
!> ) Answer: VYes. (No reaction)

i 21— Did-you ever read the OSWALD case?
Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

22, Was this the fullland official KGB case on OSWALD?
Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

23. Did you give us any kind of information about
OSWALWD?

Answer: Yes. (No reaction)

‘Befqre ghe beginning of the examination, the polygraph operator
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24, Did you hear of the OSWALD (case) prior to President
: Kernedy's assassination?

Answer: Yes. (Reaction) . ‘ : -

24a. Did you hear of the OSWALD (case) only after President ! - |
Kennedy's death? o F

Answer: Instead of the usual yes or no answer,
Subject answered: ‘Before and after.‘
Wrhen the question was repeated, he again
ansJered: ‘Eefore and after.' Only when
the question was asked a third time on a
stbsequent test did he answer 'No.' (Reaction)
(Subject reacted when he answercd 'Before ard S
after,' and when he answered 'No." :

g o gy

25, Did the KGB consider OSWALD aktnormal?
Answer: Yes. (No reaction) 1

26. As far as you know, did Marina OSWALD know about her §
husband's plan vo kill President Kenneay? '

Answer: No. (No reaction)

: 27. To your knowledge did OSWALD talk with a KGB officer
| in Mexico?

Answer: No. (No reaction)

28. Did OSWALD return to the United States in 19612

Answer: Yes., (No reaction) Subject's reaction
to this question was inconsistent when he
answered ‘Yes.' hence the (No reaction)
notation. However, 1t is notzeworthy that
Subject did not attempt to correct the
date of OSWALD's departure tc the U.S.;
OSWALD returned to the U.S. in June 1962
and not in 1961, '

238, Is your contact with the OSWALD case part of your
legend (cover story)?

Answer: No. (Reaction)

30. Did you really take part in the OSWALD case in 19592

“TTAnswer

"Subject's most significant reactions Qere to questions
22, 24, 24a, 29 and 30.

Db

"Series No, 3
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pid you personally order RASTRUSIN, in 1959, to
collect material «r “SVALD?

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

Did you personally talk oo the V. Ch.,withininsk
about the OSWALD case in 19637

Angwer: Yes. (Reaction)

Were you instructed on the OSWALD case by one of
the KGB operational officers?

Apswer: No. (Reaction)
Did tke XGB instruct you to tell us OSWALD was
a bad shot?

Apswer: No. (No reaction)

Do you know definitely that OSWALD was not of opera-
tibnal interest to KGB?

Answer: Yes. (Reaction)

pid KGB give the OSWALDs any kind of help in their
departure from the Soviet Union?

Answer? No. (No reaction)

‘Did you receive special instructions from the KGB

about what to tell the Americans about OSWALD?
Answer: No. (Reaction)

“Subject's reactions to the questions so- indicated
about equal ipn consistency and significance..

°
*On the basis of ap analysis of the polygraph charts

obtained during Subject's polygraph interrogation and

‘testing during the 18 October 1966 session, it is [myl

opinion that:

a. Subject was not personally or actually
involved in the OSWALD case from 1959 to 1961 while
OSWALD was in the Soviet Union.

b. Subject heard of OSWALD only after Kennedy's
asgassination; however, he was not an active partici-
pant in 1963 as he indicates, but was probably
briefed on the case by a KGB officer.

CT“—Subject“recetved—specttr“tnstructfdns
(from the KGB) about the OSWALD case and what to
tell American authorities about it."

TND QENRET
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VIIT. NOSENKO'S BONA PIDES: ANALYS1S AND COHCLUSIONS

A. Introduction

It is standard procedure tO assecss the bona fides of each
intelligence and counterintelligence source, and special care is
required in assessing sources of information relevant to the secu-
rity of the United States.

.

A much more prominent factor in this assessment, however,
is NOSENKO's own testimony. CIA has exhaustively debriefed and
interrogated NOSENKO, his leads were checked, his information was
studied, and a large body of facts pertinent to his bona fides
4as thus assembled. These details, as well as direct evidence
from other sources and the views of specialists affiliated with
CIA, have been presented in Part IIi. through Part VII. of this

paper.

Tre basic questions with recard to the bona fides of
NOSENKO are the following:

_ Is there reason to question the gereral accuracy
and completeness of NOSENKO's accounts of his situation
_and motivations in contactirg Cia and later defecting,
his personal life, military service, positions in the
KGB, personal participation in KGB operations, know-
ledgeability about KGB activities and the way he learned
of them, and his associations with KGB personnel?

- If there are grounds for doubting the general
accuracy and completeness of these accounts, then what
are the explanations for NOSENKO's actions, for the

pature of the information he has provided; —and for——
other Soviet sources having authenticated his personal

\ life and KGB career?

In assessing the bona fides of NOSENKO, the classic method
has been used: evaluating his production and sourcing. examining
his autobiography. and appraisirg him and the circumstances of
this operation. These points, w“ith the conclusions drawn from
each, are reviewed telows. The éiscussion continues with a survey
of the sources who have corroboratecd NOSENKO's background and
status, and this is followed by argumertations on the various
hypotheses which could explain NOSENKC as a source. The final
portion is a summary of conclusions about NOSENKO's bona fides.
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B. Evaluasion of Production
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1. Introduction

,.
L e

—

There are several standards which may be applied to the assess-
ment of a source's production. Each of them is qualified: none {3
likely to be conclusive by itself; and all of them tugetlicer may not
parmit a definite coriclusion, although they do contribute to a
broader assessment cf bona fides. The standards are:

First, how does the 1nformationjr/k/’4r/k/¥’4r/k‘g"]
[:;4#444‘4/4/4/Alg‘g’g,gigrgrgkgkgkgngIn this, one judges the in- ]
ternal :
i
Second, dces the information (This point ;
is risky to judge, for a genuine source i
T | Also, information which seems ’
i:j;::::;::;j::fﬁé?‘ﬁéf’EEfEEIly be such in Soviet eyes; fo -
o emple, the loss of an apparently valuable agent
é Third, is the information important or useful to us?
: Lf:oint may in some cases ke irrelevant, for

formation may not balahce against the time and effort required to
process and investigate it.)

These standa.ds have been applied in evaluating the production __
of NOSENKO on the topics discussed below.

NOSENKO's production is exclusively |

As descraped in rart VI.A., he|
This coes not necessarily !
: affect the question of his bona fides, ho<ever, for NCSENKO claims :
! to have been a KG3 internal counterintelligence of
: comparative standpoint, |

— Therefore, nothing of positive intelligence_conse-.. - —-— — —|-
- —— " guence is expected of NOSENKO, altlough some question might be

The | [along posi-
tive intelligence lines is not considered unusual.
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NOSENKO's counterintellicence production includes all of his
information on the Soviet intelligence ard security organs:

— their structure, functions, methods, ard procedures:
- their officers. and their agents of Soviet citizenships

- their operetioﬁél activities inside and outside the
USSR.

For the most part this portion of the paper (as in Part VviIii.C.
through Part VIII.F.) follows a fermat in which the evidence is
summarized, the facts interpreted, and conclusions presented.

2. 5B Orqanization, Personalities, Methods

Ability to discuss the structure of his service in general
and at least scwe of its components in particuvlar is an 2bsolutely
minimal requirement for anyone who clains to have bezen erployed
within that service. At the same time, current infonration or the
organization of an irtelligence service is of class.c interest to
opposing intelligerce ard security services.. Organizational
cranges are ind:icators of policy and planning trends in the ser-
vice; shert of a penetration of the service's leadership, such
changes are perhaps the most ~eliable reflection of clranges in
operational erphasis and tactics.

Had NCSENKO's information cn the organization of the KGB
been rovel in this sease, it would have been of cor.siderable
value, while the exposure of this information--altrougnh perhaps
rot a major loss <o the Soviets—-would nonethelesss have been
against the KGB's best interests. HIOSENKO's repcrts on the
organization of the KGB in 1964 (Pages 352-358) agree with and
are a logical extension of that framework of KGB organization
newly revealed by the 1961 sources, but this weighs reither for
nor against him as the source: In the absence of contradictory
information, hLe cannot be subjesct to criticism or to suspicion
because his repcrts show ro redirection of the thrus: of the
KGB. Purthermore, NOSENKO's statemsnts irndicating thrac there-
have been no major changes in the years between the 1939 re-
organization and 1364 are aczeptadle in the light of available
information from other sources. The information which NOSENKO
provided on the KGB's organization therefore neither supports
nor discredits his bona fides.

ROSENYO's information o: sone 1,000 Soviets connected with
intelligence ard security activities is an impressive achieve-
ment of memory. These identifications, however, must be evalu-
ated according to the damage inflicted upon the Soviets by his
exposure of these personalities. In this respect, the discus-
sion must concern ne«w identifications, for intelligence person-
alities previously exposed could not be damaged any further by
a repetition of their compromise. This discussion must be fur-
ther restricted to new identifications of staff persoznnel, be-
cause the entire Soviet population is available to the KGB for
‘occasional use as it sees fit, with the loyalty and discretion
of the individual as the only limiting factors; to learn that a
Soviet employed at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow is an agent re-
porting to the KGB is to learn nothing that has not already
been taken for granted, and besicdes, no action or such infor-
mation can be taken. Finally, the new identifications also

~—— s

p—
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wust be amcng persons who are fdentifiab:le ar¢ azcessible, or the
informaticn i3 useless to Western servicoes ard ts ro lose to the
Soviets. On this btasis, only KGB First Chief L:rectcrate as well
as GRU jdentifications merit inclusion ir this -veluation, since
+hese are the officers who normally appear akroad and participate
in agent operations. Althougn KGH Second Chiel Directorate per-
cor.nel have in the past transferred to the First Chief Directorate,
this is rot a precdictable evert and canrot te considered in dis-
cussion of current damage.

NOSEKO idertified 165 First Chicf Directcrate personrel,

fgbf 37, therve were 24 who ei1ther rnsiacd abroad at the

_tima of RCSENKO's defection or vere zZont enrecad since that tiine.

! Assuming that NUSENKO was corsrect 1in his ider.tifications of all
24 menbere of the KGB wno vere accessible,** it cannot Ye said
that tre nurber is so large that the <datage to XG5 agent onlra-
tions was substanticl. None of NOSENKD's unigue GRU identifica-
tione werec abroad et tnc time of his defeoticn or have bzen egince.
These personality identificatzions rence do rot serve as evidence
0f NOSINFO's bona f1ides. At the saTe time, ris inability to do
further measuratle harm to the ¥38 irn this regard canndot be held
against him, either, for he has claired scrvice only in the Second
Chief Directorate throughout his cereer and =0 cannot be expected
to Xrow a high percentacgce of the First Cnhief bircctorate comple-
ment. Trherefore, :OSENKO's intelligsuce personality identifications
do rot ccnstitute a factor in finding Jor or acainst his bona fides.

NOSENKO has Leen the source of many interesting details and
examples of KGB modus operardi (Pages 359-3€0), but while useful
for illustrazive purposes and valuable because of the fact that
the meterial was easily collatable for study purposes, ncne of
the methods described could be concidered new and revealing, and
their exposure in any event would rot prevent their centinued use
in the future. MNOSENKO's discussiorn of tne only double agent case
in which he claimec to have played a role, Lowever, demonstrates
his lack of knowledge of the principles and purposes of such an
operation. This case. BELITSKIY, is a subjeit of sensrate

sensitive sources .
* Cf _these 24, ten were identified by 3%
5 and thercafter, and two became pr Tinen

. as KGB
ctive in
insecure KGB cperations shortly atfter NOSENKC identified them.

*#Cther evidence hLas contradicted statenents by NOSENKO to the
effect that certain Soviets were 7ot affiliazed with the KGB:

s in Geneva, for example, where he had daily access to the KGB
R Legal Residency for months and claimed nearly cowplete know-
ledge of KGB personnel, he ramed 15 of a K53 staff which he
said totalled at the most 18;

as many as 535 of the approximately 120 Soviets station-
"ed there--(a proportion which is consistent with other-areas
end defectors' estimates). NOSENKO was not entirely accurate
concerning even KGB officers on his own delegation in Geneva,
as noted on Pages 12 and 13. Therefore, the accuracy of
ROSENMKO's original idertifications, positive or negative,
cannot be accepted without question.

TOP SECRFT
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discussion belcw. This subject, too, must be corsidered neutral
evidence in the bona fides assessment.

) NOSENKO has shown himself to be both uninformed and inaccurate
in nis answers to questicns on KGB Headquarters staff procedures
(Page 360 and Pages 619-624) . He has been unabie to contripute
any new infcrmation, although there has been no detailed repcrting
on the subject since 1954. (GOLITSYN in 1962 providzd some new
material con procedures but was never comprehensively debricfed on
the topic.) Thus, information on the more up-to-date forms, coO-
ordinaticn requirements, mechanization of records and tracing
mechanisms, etc., could have heen a singular contribution to our
knowledge; NGSENKO could not describe anything of this sort. When
he replied to questions about such matters for the period covering
his entry into the KGB, on which orevious reporting is available
in detail, he answered incorrectly ©n numerous points. NOSENKO's
tendency to improvise when he did not know the correct answer or
when he had forgotten has been characterized by a CIA psychelogist
as the behavior of a pathological liar saviny face in a tight
peychological situation. when Le could not produce a correct
answer in this area of reporting, NGSENKO may have improvised
because he is a liar or because he is concealing an ignorance
\based on aot having been a KGB Headguarters officer.

3. Cperational Leads

a. Introduction

Consideration of NOSENXO's operational leads must take into
account the KGB positions and personal associaticns (with attendant
access to infaormation) which NOSEL¥O has claimed for himself. He
{ndicated thiat the breadih of his knowledge about KGB agent opera=
tions and development cases increased as he rose from case officer
in the U.S. Embassy Section in 1953-1955 and in the American Tourist
Section in 1955-1958 to becone Deputy Chief of the latter section
in 1958-1959, Deputy Chief of the U.S. Embassy Secticn in 1960-1961,
and finally Deputy Chief of the Tourist Department from 1962 until
his defection. Simultanecusly he established lasting contacts with
his KGB colleagues soO that, for examp'e, even after leaving the
U.S. Embassy section for the second time, 1in December 1961, NOSENKO
kept abreast of its most important activities. On these grounds
NOSENRKO presented himself as an authoritative source, one who
could detail the successes and failures of the KGB in recruiting
Westerners--especially Americans--in the USSR over the years irom
1953 through 1963, Repeatedly NOSENKO asserted .that his leads to

KGB agents constituted proof of his bona fides.

b. Operations Involving Americanrs

NOSENKO drew a picture of the recruitment scene in Moscow
showing that: . '

- Since the-"ANDREY".case of the early 1950°s* the KGB
recruited no Americans on the U.S. Embassy staff, succeed-
ing only in recruiting one contract employee who was in
Moscow on TDY. NOSLCNKO reported on recruitment approaches
to six American officials stationed in Moscow, all of whom

T NONTRKS placed tha vecraliment dale prio: to his ontry into
the FuI tn saily 1%, bt Daylao W, nHeTw (ruih oryptonym
*ANUKEY") sald he becamao a KGY agyaut 1n Novewler Or December
1953.

T”D Crnm —.
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refused to collaborate with the KB, He discussed 14 develop-
mernt cases which never culm:rasid in recruitment approaches

to these U.S. Goverrment employees in Moscodw, and he named

11 officials at the Moscow Embassy who were investigated by
the KGB. Thcse operations, NOSENXO assertcd, Fomptiseq the
total KGB activity acainst Eabassy personnel W#ith the ex- i
ception of the techrnical penetraticns (see Part VIII, B 4.). .t

- Scxen Mmerican correspondents in Mcscow had bnen re-
cruited Ly the KGB, four cf them knusn to NOSENKO from the
years 1953-1954 when ne was working against U.S. newspaper-
men. Another two were under development by the KGB during
that period. i

- The Akrerican Express Company representative in Moscow, :
rrsene FRIFPEL, had become a KGB agent in 1959; NOSENKO was l
the case officer. :

- The number of American visitors recruited by the KG3 i
in 1962-1963 was 14, and if there had been others, NOSENKO {
would have known about thom in light of his senior position
in the Tourist Cepartment cduring that period. Moreover, for
the years tefore 1962, NOSEIKO provided leads to 19 other i
hmerican tourists whom the KGB recruited, plus one who was ;
serving the GRU when he came to Moscow., NOSENKO also de-
scribed 18 development cases and nine invectigations in
which the targets were American tourists.

As for KGB operations outside the Soviet Union, NOSENKO gave leads
to four recruited Mmericans about whom he learned through conver-
sations with KGB associates:. a U.S. intelligenrnce officer having
the KGB cryptonym "3SASHA" (still unidentified), a pen>tration of
Orly Courier Transfer S-3tion (identified as Sergeant Robert Lee
JCHNSCN), arnd two agents in Gereva (naines rot given and as yet nct
positively identified). NOSENKO leagned of the X33 agent status
of[@or ce G. LUVTA an Azerican professor, because he tock part in

LUNT' ;irecrultment while on TDY in Zofia, SR :

Fegal i X

between IR Exd, and Bnrrarq kOTg-, an American tourist with whose

case NOSENKO - was personally involved. 1In addition, HOSEIKO de-

scribed two development cases with U.S. citizens. From his know-

ledge of tle "SASHA" operation, NOSENKO also knew that the KGB _ )
had no ager.t sources atle to supply information concerning the - 2
Cuban missile crisis of October 1962. A

IPT

(i) Completeness, Accuracy, Detail and Consistency of. Reportirg : [

If he occupied the various KGB positions as claimed, if his
access were as broad as he said it was, NOSENKO hras provided a. e

the USSR,

e e

Other information, rowever, ccntradicts NOSENKC's assurances . ] _
trat he reported on all major cases involving Americans working oo
at the U.S. Exbassy in Moscow: - :

- GOLITSYN's reports indicate that a U.S. military code
.clerk was recruited in 1960, and other factors point toward
this person being James STORSBERG or possibly William HURLEY
(Pages 166-182). NOSiNKO, the supervisor of operations
against Embassy code clerks . in 1960-1361, scated that
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STORSBERG rejected the recruitment approach, and when inter- '
viewed on the basis of the NOSENKO lead, STORSBZIRG coniirmed . N
this. Both agree the approach was made in the latter part

of 1961. ez

LR R

- GOLITSYN's reports cover six other operations (Pages
595.598) which NOSEMKO has not mentioned: The KG3's recruit-
ment of a female employee at the Embassy in 1957, the pre-
sence of a code clerk in the Imbassy in 1960 who was a KGB
agent, an unsuccessful recruitment approach to a female sec-
retary at the Embassy prior to July 1960, the KGE plan to
complete the recruitment of an Americen diplomat following
his rcassignment from Moscow in 1959, the KGB's recruitmert
of or planned recruitment approach to a U.S5. Embassy employee
(possibly a code clerk) prior to April/May 1960, and a KGB
officer's trip to Helsinki to accompany an Embassy’code clerk:
traveliing by train to Moscow. (There 1s documentary evi-
dence to support the accuracy of GOLITSYN's statements about
the last of these cases; see below.)

:
|
]

- —— o

On the basis of available information, NOSZINKO cannot be
faulted on the completecness of his reporting about American tour-
ists recruited, approached, and under development by the KGB, but
he could cite only one instance of KGB investigations uncovering
tourists dispatched to the USSR by American Intelligence (Pages .
145-150).* L -

L

year in which NOSENKO was Deputy Chief of the American Tourist el

Section. These documents were placed in the hands of the KGB by Lo

George BLAKE of MI-6 in July 1959 (before the end of the tourist R

: o season) and in 1960; NOSENKO was not familier with any aspects of -

d : the KGB operation with SLAKE, !

i [ Where NOSENKO's reporting
o on American tourist cases is checkable, therefore, it has been
found to be incomplete.

; Alfred SLESINGER, an FBI informant who neverthe-

o o __less had no American Intelligence mission when he visited the :
. . USSR in 1961° and -1962; " Frederick BARCHOORL, arrested in the o ":‘fj N

i _ USSR in 1963, | o E

i

[Concerning the re: [
the KGB--Donald ALBINGER, Bernard KOTEN, and Gabriel REINER--
none was ascociated with American Intelligence in any way.

o,
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NOSENKO's reporting on individual cases wherein he was a per-
sonal participant or supervisor is not, with few exceptions, con-
tradicted by information available from other sources. Nearly all
of his statements have proven accurate when they could be compared
with collateral information: In fact, the Americans whom he cited
did visit or live in the Soviet Union, and many of them are known
to have been of operational interest to the KGB, as NOSENKO said.
The exceptions to his general accuracy of reporting, however, are
of major importance in themselves and in refererce to his claimed
positioris in the U.S. Embassy. Section during 1960-1961:*

NOSENKO Collateral

U.S. Embasay Security Officer Cih records on the PEKOVSKIY

John V. ABIDIAN, for whom NOSENKO
was the responsible KGB officer,
visited the Pushkin Street dead
drop site in 1960 or at the begin-
ning of 1961, Later that same
day KOZLOV, Chief of-the KGB Sur-

veillance'Directoratez went to the

scene. L0
ot

Wt
ol

KOSOLAPOV, NOSENKO's direct sub-
ordinate, macde but one TDY to
Helsinki in the 1960-1961 period;

* NOSENKO would have known about if
. not approved other TDY's in these

years wher. he was Deputy Chief of
the U.S. Embassy Section.

Returning from his single TDY to
Helsinki, KOSOLAPOV was atroad

the same train as his target, the
American military code clerk Paul

JENNER; as supervisor of all oper-
- ations against code clerks at the
U.S. Enbassy, NOSENKO was familiar
with the details of all such major

activities.

The KGB knew that the U,S. mili-
tary code clerk James KZYSERS,
whom NOSENKO personally contacted
in an effort to persuade him to

defect, did not report the earlier

recruitment approach by the KGB.

case, in which the Pushkin
Street dead drop was used, show
that ABIDIAN visited the site
only once, on 30 December 1961
at 1130 hours. KOZOV left Hew
York City on the same day,
travelling via France, at the
completion of a TDY in the
United States. (Pages 231-
235; this subject is discussed
at greater length in Part
VIII.B,6.)

| that KOSO-

LAPOV was twice in Helsinki
during 1960, in March-April
and again in November. (Pages
186-200) .

JENNER

and KOSOLAPOV travelled on .
separate days. (Pages 186-200)

KEYSERS reported the recruitment
approach immediately after it
occurred, and the report was
submitted in an Embassy room
later fourd to have a concealed
microphone. (NOSENKO stated that

he was a customer for microphone

intercepts at the time and that
this micrcphone was monitored on
a continuous basis by KGB per-
sonnel.) (Pages 213-219)

* An example of NOSENKO's inaccuracy on events during his later

service in the Tourist Department

related to his accounts on the

arrest of American Professor Frederick BARGHOORN: According to
NOSENKO, the approval for this KGB action in which he had a per-
sonal part was obtained from BREZINEV in KHRUSHCHEV's absence
from Moscow, and the arrest was made a few hours later; BARG-
HOORN was arrested on 31 October 1963, and on that day and the
day before KHRUSHCHEV made public appearances in Moscow. (BREZH-

NEV was not seen in Moscow betwe

en 29 October and 2 November

———
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In addition, a number of Americans--e.g., Walter RASK, Adam
BROCHES, Henry APISSON, Herbert HOJ4ARD, Vasiliy VOLKOV, William
WILLACE, Thomas Whitney, and Stanley ZIRING--denied having teen
recruited by the KGB, as NOSENKO said they had been.

The only noteworthy internal inconsistencies in NOSENKO's
reporting on KGB operations involving Americans appear in the
HARMSTONE case, where he has given conflicting information on the ..
KGB's ability to obtain photographic evidence of Lis homosexuality,
and in his advice on how to identify “ANDREY"--that he was the only |
witness to testify in Roy RHCDIS' trial, and that he did not testify J
at Roy RHODES' trial but was cnly interviewa:d in the pre-trial in-
vestigation once. Part VIII.D. covers the extent of his kncwledge
about American cases in which he took part personally or as a
supervisor. Regarding others to which his official positions did
not give him access, NOSENKO has indicated that it was his per-
sonal contact with KGB colleagiues which enabled him to report on ;
nine recruitments (Herbert HOAWARD, Sam JAFFE, the KG3B agent in
France, the YOUNGER couple, “SASHA", and two unnamed agents in.

Geneva) s three development cases (George VAN LAETHEM, Attorney

General Robert KENNEDY, and Stephen HOFFMAN) ; three unsuccessful

recruitment approaches (Richard HARMSTONE, Pecer BINDER, &nd

Collette SCHWARZENBACH): and three investigations (Thomas BARTHE-

LEMY, Lewis BOWDEN, and George WINTERS)., HOSENKO's alleged asso-

ciates in the KGB thus gave him the names of four recruited agents

and sufficient details for one more to be identified by subsequent
{nvestigation, JOHNSON., All of the NOSENKO leads to developmental )
operations, unsuccessful recruitment approaches, and investigations :
have been identified.

(11) Damage to the Soviets

Three criteria can. be used in assessing the harm to Soviet
interests caused by NOSENKO's operational leads to Americans:

First, the originality of his information on recruited
agents and unsuccessful recruitment approaches;

" . Second, the agents' access to classified information
: at the time he reported cn them; and

: Third, the possibility of identifying them on the
: o basis of the details provided or in cc=iin:tion witi details i
! ’ vcceived from other sources. - . i

. There is no reason to believe that NOSENKO's information on 22 . !
; Americans under investigation while in the USSR could have damaged
i the KGB, especially since all of them had left the Soviet Union
o before the NOSENKO leads were received (Pages 402-410). In an-
e s --other-category, -NOSENKO's leads to.35..Americans under development
: (Pages 379-397), there is no means for evaluating their impor-
tance to the KGB because it is impossible to estimate with con-
; fidence the likelihood of the KGB recruiting sone or any of these : ;
‘ : targets; vulnerability and assessment data, when coupled with !
: spasmodic or even continuing KGB access to the target, would be '
i no guarantee that he is recruitable. Nevertheless, following
: the criteria listed above, NOSE..XO's statements on KGB operation-
; al interest stemming from their homosexuality did bring about the . i
: recall of Robert ARMSTRONG and Stephen HOFFMAN from the U.S. T
! Embassy in Moscow.
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NOSENKO was the first source to report on the KGb recruit-
ments of 22 tourists (none with access to classified meterials
and on 11 of whom there was previous derogatory information) :
four correspondents (one said by NOSL..KO to have become inactive
and on two of whom there was previous derogatory informatiorni :
the American Express Company representative in Moscow; a contrach
emplovee of USIA who had earlier declared his intent to marry @
Soviet national; and two agents whose names were not known to
NOSENKO but who were identifiable. The latter two agents were:

- Dayle W. SMITH (KGB cryptonym “MNDREY"), a ciprer
machine mechanic at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow recruited in
1953, Despite NOSENKO's statement that "ANDREY" was current-
ly supplying valuable information in Juno 1962, SMITH lost
his access to classified information through retirement from
the U.S. Army on 30 Kovember 1961, or about six months before
NOSENKO first reported on him (Pages 413-426).

- U.S. Army Sergeant Robert Lee JCOHNSCH, who with his
wife Hedwig began collaborating with the KGB in 1952 and
who made James MINTKENBAUGH an agent of the KGB in 1953
(Pages 427-462), Hedwig JOMNSCN discontinued her role in
tre operation in 1953, &lthough therzafter remaining know-
ledgeable of the KGB activities of her husband and MINTKEN-
BAUGH; according to MINTKENBAUGH, who lost access to classi-
fied information in 1954, he had no direct contact with the
KGB after the late summer or early autumn of 1363 (about
three to five months before NOSENKO first gave the lead on
JOHNSON) ; JOHNSON was still on active duty with the U.S.
Army and in contact with the KGB when NOSENKO reported in
January 1964 about the existence of this agent.

Thus from a total of 30 original and identifiable leads, only one
agent had access to classified information as of the date when
NOSENKO's reporting on him began. By the criteria given in the
preceeding paragraph, the single operational lead from NOSENKO
which_could have damaged Soviet interests was that which un-
covered JOHNSON.

It is debatable, however, whether the JOH SO lead corsti-
tuted a serious loss to the KGB. In the first place, if JOHIISON
can be believed, he gave the Soviets but one classified docurent
while in charge of the "Classified Control Center" at Camp Des
Loges between August 1963 and May 1964, His KGB case officer
later told him, JOENSON said, that the information he could pro-
vide was not worth the risk involved and that no future attempts
of this sort should be made. JOHNSON also stated that he felt
his espionage work at Camp Des Loges had not been very profitable
for the Soviets, adding that his case officer had shown dis-
interest in his proposal to obtain for the KGE a top secret
document he (JOHNSON) thought of greater importance than any
other to which he had access. (NOSENKO indicated that JOHNSON
lost his access in the spring of 1963, while at the Orly Courier
Transfer Station.,) In the second place, as the KGB knew, the
behavior of Hedwig JOHNSON, a mental case, was unpredictable.
Finally, the JOHNSONl couple and MINTKENBAUGH repeatedly dis-
regarded the KGB's instructions to compartment their activities
and to observe other routine security precautions. The KGB
seems to have avoided full exploitation of JOESON in the latter
stages of the operation, to have been concerned over Hedwig's
mental condition as early as 1962, and to have regarded the

v
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threesome as difficult handling problems. Given these apparent

factors, the NOSENXO lead may have been consicered expencable by
the KGB, without long-lasting adverse effect con the fuifillment

of its overall intelligence requirements.

NOSENKO was the first source to identify Jemes STORSBEFG, a
U.S. military code clerk stationed at the Moscow gxbassy, as a
target who had rejected the KGB's recruitment offer (Pages 166-
185). The information was received from NOSENKO after STORSBERG
was discharged from the U.S. Army, and when interviewed on the
basis of this information, STORSBERG generally ccrfirmed NCSENKO's
reporting on the cise. GOLITSYN had earlier repcrteZ cn what may
have been the same KGB opcration, but GGLITSY. selieved the mili-
tary code clerk had been recruited; from what GOLITSYN had pre-
viously told CIA and from later investigations, it seems possible
that the KGB recruied either STOKSBERG or Wiliiam HURLEY (who
NOSENKO said was rct recruited or approached by thé KG3). If it
is ‘assumed that STCRSBERG was not recruited in the approach de-
scribed by NOSENKC and in the operation discussed by GOLITSYN,
the KGB suffered no loss in the American services learning of
this case. 1f it is assumed cn the other hand that STCRS3ERG or
HURLEY was recruited, the reporting Dy NOZENXO assisted the KGB--
not the American services--by deflecting security investigations
from a recruited agent of the KGB. -

-(iii) Importance or Usefulness

. The American leads from NOSENKD enabled U.S. security 2uthor-
ities to:

- Confirm previous information cn the recruitzents of
13 tourists and three correspondeats;

- Verify previous derogatory information on 11 tourists,
two correspondents, and perhaps ore ‘military code clerk,
STORSBERG;

- Remove two homosexuals from the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow; and

- Identify 32 KGB agents including Hedwig JOHNSON and
MINTKENBAUGH.* -

One or possibly two of these 32 agents (SMITH and possibly HOWARD)

in the past had been in a position to pass classified infcrmation

to the KGB, and a third (JOHNSON) had current access to classified
information and current contact with the KGB; the two homosexuals

at the Moscow Embassy (APMSTRONG and HOFFMAN) presumably also had
access to classified information. From the standpoint of pro- -, .

_ ___tecting _the security of the U.S. Government, NOSENKO brought to ~ = - -

an end the JOLNSON operation and the KGB's potential for réctuit--~
ing ARMSTRONG and HOFFMAN. : e

Against this product of NOSENKO's reporting must be balanced
the amounts of money and manpower that were necded for U.S. secu-
rity authorities to exhaust and investigate NOSENXO's information
on 49 recruitments, 35 developmental targets, seven unsuccess ful
recruitment approaches, ard 33 investigations by the XGB--a total
of 113 operational leads. CIA carried the burden of the debriefing :
and interrcgation of NOSELKO on these cases, but the investigative

. ¥ hmong these 32 agents were many whom the XGB had not recontacted
after their return to the United States from the Soviet Union,
others who had trcken contact with the KGB, some who were known
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work in the United States was accomplithed mostly by other
agencies. It would seem, however, that the JOHNSON operation
was the only NOSEiKO lead to be important or useful.

(1v) Remarks

Judged by his major inaccuracies and by the cdemonstrable in-
completencss in scme of his reporting, NOSLNKO is not an authori-
tative or reliable source of information on cperations against
Americans by the U.S. imbassy Secticn end the rmerican Tourist
YSection. Proven uatrustwortay in othar categories of operational
leads, there is no reascn to accept at face value NOSENKO's state-
\iment that SMITH was *he only Mosccw Imbassy erplcyee workingy with

the KGB from 1953 thrcugh 1963; indeed, evicdence to the contrary
exists. The same may be true regarding American tourists and
correspondents in Mcicow, i.e., other recruitments not mentioned
by NOSENKO could have occurred. Purchermore, with the question-
able exception of the JOHNSOUN case, the KGB lost nothing of great
value in conseguence of NOSENKO's leads but gaired an advantage
by occupyirg the attcnticn and facilities of American security
authorities.

It is therafore concluded that NOSENKO has withhold infor-
mation on recruitrents of Americans in !i0scow, or he is unable to
provide a comprehensive review of such activities because he did
not_hold.the clairmed positions in the U.S. Emcassy and American
Tourist Sections. Either explanation forces strong reservations
about the bora ficdes of NOSENKO as a genuine scurce, and these
reservations are reinforced by the relative costs to the KGB and
U.S. security authorities of the NOSENKO leads. . By itself, this
evaluation of his production on American cases suggests the possi-
bility that the XGB dispatched NOSENKO to report to CIA, and that
the KGB did so for tre purpose of misleading the U.S. security
services,

*
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c. Cperatiors Involving Other Westerncrs

(1) Introduction

As already indicated, NOSENXO's principal knowledgeability
of XGB operations is rclated to Americans in the Soviet Uaion.
With the exception of one Gerran and one Norwegian tourist case,
his only other personal participation in third-national (i.e., non-
American) operations stems frcm his aggociation with the section
of the Tourist Department concern=d with United Kingdom and Canad-
ian, as well as /irerican, tourists. Where he has commented on
cources fcr the rest of his tnird-national leads, he indicated
his knowledje was acquired either through conversaticns with
other officers or through his position as Deputy Chief of the
Tourist Department in 1962-1963. Thus he made ro clain for com-
pleteness of his coverage, nor recesesarily for absolute accuracy
and full details on eny one case. N5 attempt will be made here,
therefore, to compare his infcrmaticn with cther sources, excoept
in terms of whether MCUSENKO's reporting harmaed the Soviets and
assisted hmerican security. '

(ii) Diwcussion

i Of the 90 third-naticasl vacruitment leads (Pajes 474-502),
22 have not yet-Leon positively icentiticd. These cannot be
evaluzted at all except to point cut that only two of fhel ana.
potentially significant, the A0 p penetrazico_in Belydud dp i°562
(whighvggx~gg«ghq_§ggg_g§”g_1ggd from another source) and a code
cler¥ in the viest Cerman Embassy in iHoscow 1n 130.. Without
krowing the status of these twd oreraticns at the time NOSENKO
told CIA abcut them, it is not possible to measure the value to
:us or the damage to the Soviet Union thrcugh the compromise of

,these cases.

Of the rermaining 68 known or possible agents who have been
jdentified, '35 were unique leads when NOSENKO provided them. No
conclusive investigation results have yet been cbtained on 30 of
these, but the majority were said by NOSELKO to be travel agency
employees (gquides, bus drivers, etc.). Five of the (30 held
positions of trust in their respective governments; these five
lezds are discussed below in terms of potential value to U.S.
security and potential damage to the KGB. 0f the five who have been
interviewed on the basis of the NOSENKO information four denied
hoiny recruited by the XGB, includingfLSeesfiipaadl (the only-one
or those interviewed holding a government rositicnj, discussed
below. Reporting on the one remaining lead, a Dutch~wcman, is
unclear and incorclusive--she admitted only to having been ques-
tioned while in the USSR.

Among the 35 new leads from NOSENKO, a total of five had 'S
positions of trust, with known or presumed access to sensitive O
information, in their .respective governments: .. .. . . . - -

e

g ol Ry
, but
not

i - 0. ng

Soviets whom he suspected of being intelligence officers,
and in 1964 he reported a social visit in Vienna by
General GORBUNOV (an operational alias of GRIBANOV), whom
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spelled out tne name 1in (¥4I, 12 13¢4 he could recall no N

isteke for the

1
such case bit thoight this must have . a0
case ©of iERLR who had kesa tho B z

Thus of the third-national leads originuting with NOSENKO,
five micht be considered to be important ce-a:se of their posi- 3
tion in government. I two cases (ERCIREIAIEORTNS :
not able to say whether there was a recruitment, Lowever, while 1
a third (assumirg that there wzas ro further cortusion on NOSEN- ’
KO's part) canrot ke considered n imporeuat lead because of the
Comaurist kias of the Indonesi=zn Government. mposition as
an agent or contact loses significance in view of n1s previously
reported support cf o powerful leftist political figure. The

possikle importance of the &k leaj carrot be assessed S
without investigation results. ’ .

The William VASSALL case (Pages 302-307) was che one third-
natioral lead which NOSEXKO himself considered most important.
He invariakly included this lead vhen talking about the impor-
tance of his reporting. The Eraitish security services neverthe-
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less V%EE_EE})_Qﬂbshglz_igx to identifyirg the source of the . -
Admiralty documents identified by GOLITSY§, having narrowed ]

their list of suspects to 20 (including VASSALL) by 11 June 1962. .
when they received the fragment of NOSENKO information which . ‘ g
focused on the British Embassy in Moscow, the nunter was reduced ' :
to VASSALL and one other. Although the NOSENKO information
apparently confirined the already solid suspicions of VASSALL,
there is reascs lieve that the {gentification would have
beerEccomplished without this information. The lead was there-
fore not new or exclusive information, and HOSENKO himself ad- A
mitted in 1964 that he krew that GOLITSYN had known of the case ;
from the latter's work in the Information (Reports) Department.

Of the identified thiré-natfonals whom NOSENKO said were
being tergetted or investicated by the KGB, nor? held positions
of significance, with the ole excention of the then member of !
the British Parliament, ‘oz SRR vwhose personal life
and career the Soviets subsequent attenpted--with considerable
success--to cestroy through a campaign of scandal.

(iii) Remarks

On the tasis of the avove examination, WOSINKO's information
on KGB operations against thiré-nationals cannot te consaidered a
positive factor in the assecsmznt of his rcra fidas. 48 3 -poss-
ible negative factor in cornsideration of his DOna fides, the in-
significance of NOSD™NKO's reporting on third-national leads must
be measured against the criteria of his clarmed access and con-
trary evidence. In the case of fereign tourists his leads show--
ard he himself has commented--that sugh_recruitrments were of no
pggglgglg;_value: assuming that NOSENKO was Deputy Chief cf th2
Tourist Department, he should be able to make such a statement
without challenge. To cate no indeperdent eviderce of foreign
tourist recruitments has emerged which contradicts him. Opera- .
"tions against other Western embassies in Moscow are a slightly !
different matter. NOSENKO's information, or lack thercof, can- ‘
not be evaluated on the basis of completeness because he has made
no claim to full access to such information or to positions which .
would have given him better access. _Except for tiose he said he I
: was informed of in connection with possibie use against U.S. 3
! Embassy targets, he has usually sourced such third-national
) leads as he did have to particularly close relations with the : )
responsible case officer. - It wculd not be valid to argue that :
a source cf one lead should have told him of others, oOr that -he
should have had mcre close fricends in the KGB. Thus on all
applicaktle criteria, the NOSENKO leads to operations against
d third-r.aticnals must ke excluded as a factor weighing for or . ¢
) against his bona fides. ,

- eawe
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4. Technical Operations Against the u.S, Embtagdy

a, Discugsion -
"In reporting on KGB microphones in the V.S rmb“:‘{’ézaﬂzgur
248-269), NOSENKO said in 1962 that there were at {b?vcrsutions
or five points,* later adding a sixth, from which \:‘r Counsgelor,
were heard. They included the offices of the MiniA "'h; one
the Military Attachs, the Naval Attache, tha Alr At‘::,;éultural
(unidentified) "State Departaent employee," andg the ﬂ.nﬂ (4 the
Attache. He also referred to a non-productive it IS s ENKO
code room but did not count this as one of the p"‘“‘:a" obtained
did rot supply details of the information which the allusions
from any of these microphones except to make 09“"1“‘ fticaes of
to the importance of the materials from thore tn the o.ru;aad
the Minister Counselor and the Military Attache, o “&b, gﬁgt
that the existence of these microphones wad the Kdn's 1591964
secret” ard that only a very few people knaw of thme ¢ tha
ROSENKO gave more details and provided 2a writton ltnllgbo and
offices where microphones were actively monitored 0
1961. .

NOSENKO's information on the microphones woultd vacg:'q::er-
the basis of the findings of the swecp team in 1904, Soduction
aliy accurate. Where HOSENKO reported therue was he Q‘old be ex-
but microphones were found audible, the agscrepancy ¢V ts after
plained by KGB technical failure to receive the ‘"‘u"epNOSBﬂKO
they left the point at which the sweepers tosted! whu{uAttachc's
reported materials were obtained (such as from the Al it could
office) and the sweepers found the microphone lnnud\blTabz ard
te cconjectured that the microphore died betwenh nat by Ling did_
the date of the sweep in 1964. However, NOSENKO 'a |upor;t°g on
not_harm the Soviets, because GOLITSYN knew and h“d_'r"gi come
one specific microphone, and another earlior (and woba ero
promised) source had also reported that the microphenesd
there. The microphone known to GOLITSYN, when buca
back to the point where its wires left the but hdinds
to the urcovering of all the other microphonecs,

would lead

ed with the find in Room 1008 (Page 256).

: : ation
NOSENKO was unable to expand on his mlcroph"“‘“:?s"m the

after his defection. Questioned repeatedly lut At
operation or examples of the product of those mict: 'he same
almost no cperational details* and could supp!y on by h;d already
three generalized examples of their product whiéah h'n‘prophonet
given in 1962: the unproductivity of the code 40wt R '

) ‘ i NOSEIKR Fecounted
One of the few concrete incidents which he re o eion

conrected to the microphone operation (with . fa

of the North Wing planning, see below) was Lha '"27 xronell
document reporting the product from one of Lhe T‘:‘o‘.GOL!T-
GOLITSYN had already told the same story (PaQe A Ancument
SYN said he was present during the search for Lhid :; .
and it was under these circums:tances that he "“‘"?? Lg,
fically that there was a microplone in the arfice nie
Ministor Counselor. NOSENKO in 1962 streaasd (hat U
microphone was the most important in the EmbaaBys

\od and traced’

aa |0 fact happen-

.hwones, he gave

L | =
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the Minister Counselor ‘s dictation, including fitness reports
which NOSENKO said werse of operational interest to the KGB hut
could not say how many of them thece were or whom they concerned;
and the Military Attacte's planning of trips which permitted the
KGB to seize equipment 1L Stalingrad in 1955, Of these three
examples given by an cfficer who said he culled all the micro-
phone materials for two years, one concerned a non-operating ard
therefore useless miczcphone, the second concerned a microphone
(in the Minister Cour.celor's office; already reported by a pre-
vious defector, and the third concerned a well known incident
which took place years earlier (and which NOSENKO should have
larned and halped corduct, according to his claimed position in
1955; OSENKU said hLe played no such role).*

In 1964 NOSENKO Erought to CIA a sheet of paper which he
said was in KOVSHUK's nandwriting and which had been obtained in
1960 or 1961 during a conference {Pages 250-251). This, he said
then, was how he knew of the exact locaticas of all the actively

* A comparison betweer. NOSENKO's <hird examnple and a 1956 messace

f;nm¥agsgnsitive source| |
\reveals sim-

ilarities which may not be coircidental,

- NOSENKO (11 June 1962; see Page 260): 'We are listening
to your Military Aztaches there. We krow where they intend
to travel, what they want to firnd o.it. We know what machin-
ery and what targcts interest “rem... Some of the things
they say are surprising. They discuss, among other things,
where to go, what %0 see, what to take with them - electric
equipment or not. Anrd we are hunting for this electronic
equipment and now hrave permission, 1f we are absolutely cer-
tain that one of your people is taking electronic apparatus
with him on an intelligence trip outside Moscow, to take, to
steal it. We .now have authoriz:ztion to take any necessary
steps to steal it. PBecause you now have improved your equip-
ment. . We stole scme equipmert in Stalingrad in 1955..."

- Sensitive source, 1556 (see Page 254): *“..., All rooms
are being monitore3 by the KGB... The 'flap’' involving the
American directior. - findirng specialists in Stalingrad in
the summer of 195 was organized by the KGB because conver-
sations were overreard in the rooms of the American Embassy.
As you know, as a result of this flap, the KG3 seized valu-
able direction-finding equipment from the American Intelli-
gence officers...” :

It is possible that both NOSENKO and the sensitive source were
reporting a well-kncwn event, because GOLITSYN reported in
1962 that the 1955 Stalingrad incident was written up in KGB
training materials a3 an example of Second Chief Directorate
work. The training version may have included the role of the
microphone information {although GOLITSYN did not report that
it did), which may thus have come naturally to the attention
of NOSENKO and the sensitive source. However, this would call
into question NUSENKD's allegation of direct access to all of

the microphone product.

T ‘TOP SECRET

B

TN e




14-00000

" 659. . o e

monitored and productive "points” in 1960-1961. NCSENKO was not
able to explain why he would need this list to know the locations
of the microphores when he had been daily receiving, selecting,
and distributing the product of all of them for two years, Sim-
ilarly, it was never clear why NOSENKO did not remember in 1962
that there were eleven points--as the list showed--rather than
the four-to-3ix NOSENKO reported on in 1962,

NOSENXO's account of how the product from the microptones was
distrituted and exploited would inevitably mean that all KGB case
officers who had served in the U.S. Embassy Section since the
microphones were installed would krow of their existencz--despite
any effort to paraphrase and disguise the product as "agent re-
ports.“ NOSENKO norethzless maintaired in 1962 that "it is a
tremendous secret thet we are listening to you," ard trat the
microphones were known to so few that any countermeasures the
Americans might take on the basis of NOSENKO's statements could
reflect dangerously cn him as the source.* -

Accepting at face value NCSENKO's claimed lack of aptitude
and interest in technical matters, and therefore nis inability
o provide specific technical details concerning electronic oper-

ations against the American Embassy, it is still noteworthy that:

- NOSENKO did not kxnow the purpose of the so-called
"Moscow beam,* sometimes saying it was to jam Embassy
communicatiors and at other times that it was used to
monitor them.

- Although he claimed to have personally par-ticipated
in the planning for the installation of audio devices in
the North Wing of the Embassy, he did not know of the ex-
istence or the purpose of the coaxial cables and grill
found there by American technicians in 1964. (NOSENKO
insisted that there were no audio devices installed in the
North Wing at the time of its, renovation for occupancy
by Americans.)

. - NOSENKO knew nothing of the general lines of research
and development to substitute for or improve the fading
microphone coverage of the U,S. Embassy.

These three points relate to aspects of the KGE's audio-technical
attack on the U.S, Embassy in which the reporting of a source in
NOSENKO's claimed position, no matter what his technical aptitude,
could have been detrimental to Soviet interests.

That they

phones suggests that NOSEKO exaggerated the sensitivity of
the microphone cperation, which had moreover always been
assumed by the Embassy to be active,

TOP SECRET
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b. Remarks
sparmer e e
NOSENKO's sourcing of his information on electronic opera-
tions against the U.S. Emkbassy in MOscCow was unclear and unlikely.
His knowledge of the location and production of these microphones,
as well as the existence, nature, and purpoide of other electronic
operations directed against the Embassy, was not cormensurate with
his alleged position in the U.S. BEmbassy Section ard his particu-
lar responsibility for audio nperations. Significartly, the
essential element of the information which NOSENXO cdid report,
the existerce of the microphone in the Minister Courselor's
office, wculd presumably have been considered by the KGB to have
been compromIBEZ EIX months_earlier, with the deféctiom ofr GOLIT-
SYS—Discovery of this microphone, as an outgrowth of action on
' GOLITSYN's informstion, would have led t> all the others. Thus
: the Embassy microphones must have bzen cer.siderad by the KCB to
have been compromised before NOSENKO first spoke of them in 1962,
7d4ed to this 1s the fact (suppcrted by NCSENKO himself) that
W- efficiency of the Embassy microphone installation as a whole
lal seriously diminished by late 1961 or early 1962 due to, first,
normal deterioration of equipment and wiring and, second, the
installaticn of secure roocms and the implerentation of more
stringent security precautions at the Embassy. For these reasons
and in the abserce of any information concerring other forms of
electronic attack against the U,S. Embassy in Moscow, it cannot
be considered that the information provided by NOSEIKO in 1962
and 1964 was harmful to the interests of the KGB por helpful to
QEggxcgn authorities, NOSENKO's denial of any installataions 1in
the north wirg, in the lignt of the later discovery there of
coaxial cables, the purpose of which appears serious and is as
yet unclarified, and in the light of NG3ENKO's specific claim to
s have been responsible for the operational plarning for the north

JUTR R
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wing at the time it was being prepared for American occupancy,
would appear %o be purposeful deception,
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5. The BELITSKlY Case

a. Introduction

NOSENKO reported to CIA in June 1962 (as one of the two items
he wanted to sell) that dhe of 1ts agents, the Soviet interpreter
BELITSK1Y, was in fact a KGB double agent wto had been planted on
CIA (Pages 517-329). NOSENKO said that this wa3 a casze run by the
Second ("Active Line") Section, but thet he personally had a role
in the management of the case in May 1562 in Ceneva. NOSENKO was
able to give certain inside information on this case; for example,
he knew the nicknames used by the CIA case officere with the 2gent.

b. Discussion

NOSENKO's information, at least in its general outlines, was
correct. CIA had been running BELITSKIY as an agent, and the CIA
case officers (alias "Boh" and "Henry," the latter from Washington
as NOSENKO said) nad just completed a series of meetings with
BELITSK1Y in Geneva, Important aspects of his irformation were
inaccurate: BELITSKIY haé been recruited a year before NOSENKO's
date of 1959, and in Brussels, not Lordon. Also, NOSENKO's claim
that this was a Second Chief Directorate operation aimed at en-
ticing CIA into meetings in the USSR was not borne out by the
history of the case or by BELITSKIY's conduct, aithough it cannot
be excluded that this was a long-term objective which the KGB
still sought witnhout appearing to. NOSENKO's account of the case
thus is not as accurate as could be expected if his own role in
it had been as claimed.

NOSENKO's description of his own involvement is not. consis-
tent with observed Soviet practice or with operational logic.
NOSENKO said in both 1962 and 1964 that he had had orders to
supervise the handling of this case in Geneva in the spring of
1962. The reason was that the case officer for BELITSKIY in
Gereva .(ARTEMEV) was young and inexperienced and had not even
worked on the BELITSKIY case before. NOSENKO was saying in
effect--with the authority of direct knowleige and official re-
p . . sponsibility--that BELITSKIY, a prominent Soviet citizen having

: personal contacts with well placed memters of the Soviet Goverrn-
ment, a man who had beer under the ostensible control of a hos-
tile intelligence service (CIA) for four years, was sent by the

: KGB to Geneva for the purpose of recontacting CIA, with pre-

i pared information, but that the K3B did not send with him the

! responsible case officer or any member of the section responsible
i for the operation. Instead, the KGB turned over the responsi-

i bility to a young and inexperienced KGB officer who happened to
- be in Geneva to protect the security of a delegation and who

: had had no prior connection with the BELITSKIY case nor even

! local knowledge of Geneva cenditions: then, after BELITSKIY was
already in Geneva, the KGB had cabled instructions that NOSZNKO,
who had no reed to know of the case and had learned of it only
unofficially from conversations in 1960-1961 with the Section
Chief responsible, who had no experiernce or training in handl-
ing double agent operations, ard who was similarly in Geneva
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by chance with delegation security functions, shoulé guide the
other "less experienced” case officer.®* As NOSEKKO showed
under questioning, he did nct know the contents of any of the
positive intclligence BELITSKIY was to pass to CIA as disinfor-
mation; he did not know BELLTSKIY's Moscow or Gencva pattern

of movement or contacts; he did not kxnow in detail how or when
the operaticn started; he did not krow the nature of degree of
British involvement, nor the operational details and contact
arrangements. NOSENKO said that BZLITSKIY had been placed on a
Geneva delegation in the hope that CIA might be able to *find"
and recontact him,**

c. Remarks

The circumstances above not only cast doubt on NOSENRO's
version of the case and his own access but also suggest that
NOSENKO did not have a theoretical zppreciation of how doukble
agents are handled. The examples he gave of his "guidance® to
ARTEMEV are few in number. NOSENKO also stated in 1965 that he
had arranged the actual introduction to “ELITSKIY of XISLOV, the
TASS man, to provide for BELITSKIY's need of a notioral subsource
for some of his disinformation; NOSENKO by October 1366 had appar-
ently forgotten this event, for he stated unequivocally that KIS-
LoV had had no ccnnection whatever with the BELITSKIY case. NOS-
ENKO claimed to have met BELITSKIY, but did not recognize his
phcto when shown it in 1966.

Did NOSENKO's report to CIA on the BELITSKIY case harm the
KGB? It was useful to CIA, since despite freguently ergressed
doubts of BELTTEKIV's bona fides, CIA was hancling the operation
as if it were genuine (but not intending to go to the extent of
exposing to BELITSKIY CIA assets insicde the USSR). (The KGB is

¥ NOSENRO has reported that he handled only one American agent
(FRIPPEL) ; he had practically no krnowledge of CIA ror even
vicarious exposure to the substance of any other double agent
opgrations. ARTEMEV had had extended contact with a CIA
tourist agent as early as August 1958, a role in other opera-
tions against American tourists in 1959--including clandestine
search (see Page 146), and coatinuous American Department
service since then. NOSENKO did not know of the 1333-1959
operational activities of ARTEMEV, although they feil in the
operational area NOSENKO claimed to have supervised at the
time as Deputy Chief of the American Tourist Section.

*% NOSENKO was seemingly unaware that BELITSKIY had contact
arrangements which would presumably guarantee recontact.

T T
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aware, as 3oviet Bloc counterintelligence guidance demonstrates,
of the dangers inherent in having disinformation recognized as
such.) The meetings in Geneva in May 1962 would have made it
clear to the KGB that CIA had no intentions of meeting BELITSXIY
inside the USSR, and, in KGB eyes, the case may have reached the
point of diminishing returns. It is perhaps significant that
NOSENKO did not contact CIA and report on the BELITSKIY case until
10 days after BELITSKIY's series of meetings with CIA in Geneva
had been completed, which would have given the KGB time for final
appraisal of the operation's potential.

NOSENKO's account of his own role in this operation appears
to have been false, and nothing in the available evidence would
preclude Soviet sacrifice of this already tired cperation. Since
NOSENKO provided some inside details of a sensitive KCB operation
which could have been known to only a few, it is difficult to
find any other explanation of NOSENKO's access to.this information
except that the KGB briefed him about it. )
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6. 5B Investigations?®

a. Compronise of POYCV

(1) Introduction

Fixing the date and cause of ¢
CIA penetration source in the Crl
the evaluation of NOSEKO's p

roguction,

663.

}.2 compromise of POPOV, the
Pages 530-534) could affect
I1f what NOSENKO has said

is basically true, his story of Fi2TV's compronise (which tasalso
is not partcicclarly important and

been reported by other sources)
has not harmed the KGB ror measura
assumes an ewareness by CIA thet it com
Embassy personnel, espncially th
erican Intelliyence ccrnegtions

1f NOSENKO or the other hand has been incom
in his statements about tie compromise

kly assisted CIA:

ose hevirg known J
(as with LANGELLE and WINTERE).
plete or inaccurate

of TCPOV, then his claims

The KGB

ducts svrveillance of U.S.
cr suspected Am-

to krowledgeakility on this subject must be questioned.

(ii) Discussion

The information from NOSENKD and other sources on the POFOV
coempromise may be collated and summarized in tapular form:

Cause
KGB surveillarce
KGB surveillarce

KGB intercept of
letter

KGB surveillance
Embassy officer

KGB surveillance

KGB agent

of WINTERS

of WINTERS -

WINTERS

of U.,S.

of LANGELLE

Date Imolied
21 Jaruary 1959

21 Canuary 1959

21 January 1959

none

4 January 1959

’

pricr to 23 Nov- -
. ember 1957

*  Under this heading, only the comp

and CHEREPARIOV are considered; there i5 insu

paterial available for an evaluation of

oY , Pt
VA%,

Source
NOSENKO**

CHEREPRIOV
document

POPOV message

of 18 September
1959*+*

GOLITSYN, from
the KGB orienta-
tion paper on
thhe PCPOV case

LA NS X ]

GOLITSYNQ.*!'*

romises of POPOV, PENKOVSKIY,

fficient collateral
NOSENKO's information

on Vladimir KAZA-KOMAREK (pages 569-570) and Alfred SLESINGER
{(Pages 571-573).

#+ NOSENKO recported that the KGB observed WINTERS|mailing a

letter which, upon bein
to POPOV; he has contradi

applied metka to this letter.
*+*pOPOV is believed to have been under KGB control in composing

HShis letter.

(Footnotes cortinued on next page.)

-
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The only other evidence available is analytical., POPOV was
transferred to the Illegals handling unit in Lerlin on 28 June
1957, an assignment of high sensitivity. Urntil mid-August he
handled five Illegals, thereafter only one, TAIROVA, in Gctober
1957. - Following home leave from 12 December 1957 to 19 January
1958, he was again transferred, this time to a position where
Illegals and productive GRU sources of intelligence wWere not ex-
posed to him. Between March and November 1958 there were signs
of a KGB investigation of the Illegals handling unit where POPOV

formerly served, and he was recalled to Moscow in:November of that:

year. These facts can be interpreted as follows::

- POPOV's status as a CIA source was not compromised before
his transfer to the Illegals handling unit.

- POPOV's status was comprcmised before his recall to Moscow
in November 1958, probably before his reassignment from the
Illegals hendliryg unit in January 1958, and poscsibly scme time
earlier. The latter possibility is apparent from the Soviets*
knowledge that the TAIROVA couple was under surveillance in
December 1957 (and until March 1958); it is also noteworthy
that, after having met five Illlegals in less than one and one-
half months prior to 13 August 1957, POPOV subsequently was
involved personally w:th only one other, TAIROVA, in October
1957.

— The KGB, realizing that POPOV was a CIA source, chose to
Xeep him in Berlin until November 1958 in order to investigate
the possibility of his operating in conjunction with other
CIA sources. ’

This line of reasoning, if accepted, would confirm GOLITSYN's in-
formation that a KGB agent compromised POPOV prior to the arrival
of ZHUKOV in Berlin, an arrival date falling some time before

23 November 1957,

(Footnotes from preceeding page.)

see*+Since such orientation papers are written for general circula-

tion within the KGB, it is doubtful that KGB security prac-
tices would permit their conterts to reveal sensitive infor-
mation: other sources have indicated that orientation papers
-sometimes are sanitized; this particular pzper, however,
reportedly did state that the KGB learned from an agent in
about 1957 (GOLITSYN's estimate) that American Intelligence
had a source which had provided GRU information.

s*+444This date, which is consistent with that cited in the final

sentence of the preceeding footnote, was derived from the
time when POPOV reported the presence of the KGB officer
ZHUKOV in Berlin; according to GOLITSYN, ZHUKOV was sent to

" Berlin after POPOV had been identified by a KGB agent as
being a source of CIA.
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(111) Remarks

The completeness and accuracy of OS24¥0's irnformation on
% the compromise of PCPOV, supported as it is oy R sadd and the .

CHEREPANOV document and POPOV's message but contradicted by
GOLITSYN and analytical evidence, cannot te firally evaluated.
Only with resoiution of the bona fides of NCSENKO can a judgment
be made on this part of his production.
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b. Cox-promise of PENKOVSE!IY*

(1) iIntroducticn

Hecauce his direct resporsilkilicy ‘or cocveragn of ABIDIAN
15 an essential eloment an NOSENKC 'L story cf his 1550-1961 career,
beczuse he insicts that ths ¥GH had no i1iea of U,3, invelvencnt in
the FINKXCVSKIY caze urtil Richerd JAQDS wert tc tie Fushikin Street
dcad drop on 2 liovermrer 1962, and teceuse Lo ic alamant on the
point thet the KGs uatil aimosc the end of the ZELKCVEKIY case knew
0f r.o conrection between PINEOVEKIY and the Fusziin Street site
which A3IDIZ2N visited, NOSEIKO's story of the cocropromise of PENKOV-
£KI1Y appears to bear directly on the quesction of JO3SELIKO's bona
fides. Each of the various verasions of the compromise ¢{ PZUNKOV-
S¥41Y rnust Le exam:ned and compared with RNOSINKD s story and with
the established facts.,**

(ii) Discussion

cources agrce con the caus2, and two cn.the timing.
NOSENKC, QIBERER, arnd the “official KGE report” attribute the
compramice to the fact thet surveillance detecied a meeting be-
twaen Mrs., CHISHOLM ard the Soviet wnem the KCE later identified
25 PENKOVEKIY. NCSINKO dated this as around hovenrher or December
1961, the offizial report stated this cccurred on 30 December 1961,

ard %ﬁﬁ did nct give a date.

s Yﬁ} oave the cause as surveillarce, tut of Greville WYNNE
and PE&ACVC:IY rather tran Mrs. CHISYCIM, ard stated that the com-
promise Gated from May 1562, e gave two different
accounts, ore that FIUKCOVEX1Y was investiyzted for reasons unre-
lated to eny suspicions of espionage and was tnereky fourd out as
a spy. the other that his excessive spending erd sale of foreign
mercrandise led to an 1nvestigation which resulted irn detection of
his espiorage activities. Sh2 placed the timing of the first ver-
sion in 1951, without citirg the time of yecar; ia the second, she
associated the timing with a warning against association with
PERKOVEK1Y which c¢he =nd rer thbard”rc.cl'bd in _”‘L* laudﬁuer

* See Pages 535-547 for discussion of this case.

*#I¢t does nct seem urusual for several sources to have reported
on the compromise cf PENKOVSK1Y: Fresumably this was the sub-
ject of widespread discussicn within the two Soviet services,
for it was covered in the Soviet press and ir at least one
“official report” disseminated by the KGB. Although their
differing situations within the Soviet services could partially
explain the differing versions thet th2=se sources have given,
some of them revertnzless have claimed either direct knowledge
of the ccmpromise or specially informed sub-sources. There-
fore the discrepancies among the reporting of NOSENKO on the
PENKOVSKIY compromise, the accounts by other sources, and the
facts on the hardling of the case by TIA and MI-6 are pertinent
to the guestion of NOSEIKO's bona fides.
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DATE ‘{/3/7'/

LOST/MISSING MATERIAL

THE DOCUMENT OR PAGE(S) LISTED BELOW WAS/WERE MISSING
DURING THE DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW BY THE HISTORICAL
REVIEW GROUP, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF INTELLIGENCE.

DOCUMENT NO. DATED:

OR
PAGEW é 47
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PEIKOVEKIZ that ke had visited the cite afser ke chose ft in 1960, !

although it is poss:ble, especially as he had not b2en informed
of ABIDIAYN having been gent to check on a possikle signal frem
him about the dcad dron. sensitive oo :ree

1Rk L 25 vy s X -4 " however, rakes it clear
that the ABIDLIAN visit was rot the‘first observed activity

at Pushkin Street to stir KGB investigative interest in the ' :

site. As the report states, when massive survcillance of
U.S. Embassy targets detccted an American visiting this
address the first time, he w~as not followed inside by sur-
veillants, kut on the second occasicn he w33 followed
closely and the surveillant observed that he was kneeling
down apparently tying his shoe.* & (3% went on to say
that, although this was not very vnusual, {t was gsufficient
to arouse suspicion in view of the fact that this American

for no apparent reason. There is no quostion about the
fact that A3IDIAN visited the Pushkin Street drop site on
one cccasion only, and that ~as on 30 D:cember 1961. The
refererce to this as a gecond visit to this address by an
hrerican from the Embassy is a clear indication that the
KGB hed surveilled the first such visit, which was macde

Ly the CIA officer MANONEYSR in Jeauary 1561, ard not by
ABIDIXN. Thus where dﬁ;ﬁﬁ&&gﬁgﬂA iSe8 erred by indicating
one American went to FPushkin olrcet twice, the KG3 nmust
have known that MAHONEY went there first, in January 1951

and ABIDIAN went there next. on 30 December: 1951, CnBelR

said that thre 24-hour fixed surveillance resulted frcm
the second visjit, and beccuse of it PTIKOV3KIY was sub-
sequeatly observed to enter the vestibule of this address
but did not visit cnyone there. it was determined that
no ore living at that address Xne~ PFINKOVSK1Y and he be-
came a target of KGB suspicion and investigation.

The rest of the (i story is completely in disagreement
with the facts of the case and does not warrant discussion here.
It must ke noted, nonetheless, that this is the only instance
among all the versions «hich pleces the compromise cn the Amer-
jcan side of the case, and the only one ~hich makes a direct
connection bet«een the Pushkin Street dead drop and the KGB
detection of PENKGVSKIY. (All others attribute the compromise
to surveillance of British Embassy personnel, and NOSENKO claim-
ed that the KGB was unasare of American Intelligence participa-
tion until the operation was terminated.) It is also in direct
conflict with NOSEXKO, who had no knowledge of ary U.S, Enbassy
official visiting the Pushkin Street site prior to ABIDIAN. In
this regard, NOSEIKO insisted that the date of ABIDIAN's visit

* ABIDIAN reported that a woman entered the vestibule behind
him while he was in there, and he knelt down pretending to
tie his shoelaces until she proceeded past him and on up the
stairs. :

**NOSENKO was not aware that MAHEONEY had beern identified to the

KGB as a CIA officer well before MAKOHEY's October 1960 arri-
veal in Moscow.
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was the erd of 1G6€0 or the very begirrm:ng of 1541, <rereas in
fact MAHONEY's visir w“ag in Januery 19¢1. Dcsprte the errors
relating o lozdings and unloadings of deacurwupi et «he Pushkin
Street locatjsa =f{ter the second {ARIDIN) vizit ritere, this
story fran@estabhshes KGB knowlelge of MMHOUIY's casing

of Pusnkin Street.

Greville AMNiiE's testimony corcerring his interrozations by
Aiztiny the versions of

OSSO, CEE R A T ER ARt and CERRst
Ac irdicated 1n @iscussion OF NUSENRS s -tory of the st
versation with DULACKI (fages 536-538), the F.B was coninced
that PINKGVSKIY's question ibout his girlfriend “ZP" was an im-
portart allusion and they demanded that fNWHE explain tt. MWNE i b
citner had forgotten the name ©r Fad rever known it, and Lo was ; :
urarcle to tell the KGi who “2EP" was. The fact that tre 1'GB had
& recorling of this 27 May 19¢l conrersaticn shows also that the
KGB was at lcast sucpicious of the relationship befcre that con-
versatior took place and must have then tecone aware of the con-
spiratorial aspect of the PENKOVER1Y-aHNE reclationship Ly virtue
cf the cryptic nature of that corvarsation. The additional fact
that the KGB surveilled WYNNE to the apartment of an urnadentified
cfficer of British Intellicence on the samc day the "ZEP" conver-
sation between NYNNE and PRLKOVSKIY was monitored 1s evidence .
that coth «YNNE &nd PENIOVSK1Y were under strong suspicion of N
espiorage as of that day, if not earlier. Nor could those sus- .
picicns have been explained away by the fact that PZUKOVSKIY ard
WYNNE hed legitimate cover reasons for contact, in view ol the
content of their conversation--there was rnothing in zheir overt
relazionship which required secrecy or aver. caution in conversa-
tion.

the #GB alsc fatroduce? elements contra

-ty

N .

: The indication from Eg?ﬁﬁiwxﬁNE'J: that the K2 was oware !
of MAHONEY's visit to the inside vest:ibu.2 of the Pusktkin Street

site in January 1961 is not ornly missirg from a1l other vercions,

but conspicuously so from NOSENKO's story: he <laimed to know ;
everything the KGB knew sbout this Anerican cdead drop site, be- ;
cause of AGIDIAN's visit there. NOSENKO on one occasion said : : i
that he thougit an American tourist (rot a U.S3. fmbassy officer) - - %
might have visited the site a year oo twd eatlier than ARIDIAN, o

e A ad

(1ii) Remarks

‘0
NOSEINKO did not know or did not report to CIA that the i
only other American vwho had visitel the Pushkin 3trezt dead drop ' '§

area was MAHOLEY. This fact suggests that either NOC3ZKO was
deliberately withholding from CIA information of vital import-
ance in the PENKOVSKIY compromise. or he was unaware of the - o
KG3's possecsion of this information, despite his claimed posi-

tior in the U.S. Embassy Section and responsibility for cover-

age of ABIDIAN. The fact that his story on the PENKOVIKIY

compromise, like the "official report” of thc KGB, does rot .
show the seriousness of the evidence in the KG2's possession ' ,ood
as of 27 May 1961 adéitionally points to his withholding of in- : o
formation on the subject of the timing of PCSIKOVSKIY's caompro- :
mise, which was definitely nc later than this date. If KOSEMKO , H
was deliberately withholding information on this subject and .
iying zbout the PENKOVSKIY compromise, then he is rot a bona
fide defector. If Le is unaware of the information which the
KGB has in its possession, then he was not irn the U.S. Embassy
Section in 1960 or 1661 as claimed, and hence his bcni ficdes
would be disproven.
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€. Ccnpromise of CHEREPANOV

(1) Introduction

NOSENKC's stories on the compromises of POPOV and PENKOV-
SK1Y were examined for their accuracy as to timing and cause. 1In
the case of CHEREPANOV (Pages 548-568), there is no question about
when the so-called CHEREPANOV papers were passed, nor how the KGB
openly learned of the U.S. Embassy's possession of the papers.
The chief question is the authenticity of the documents tnemselves,
with the subsidiary implications, if they are not authentic, that
the passage of the papers was instigated by the KGB, and that
there could have been neither a compromise of nor a search for
CHEREPANOY, as described by NOSENKO and attested to by hxs travel
authorization (sae also Part VIII.D.8.).

(ii) Tt2 Operational Plan in Draft

Examiration of one draft document--the- operaéional plan
against the CIA officer’ HIPTERS--reveals ‘the following points
related to form:

- Although only a draft, the title of the case officer,
the designation of his office, the title of his supervisor
as approving authority, and the designaticn of his office
component as well as the title of the confirming authority
(the head of the department) are spelled out in full, even
including the subordination of the XGB to the Council of
Ministers of the USSR. KGB practice, as reported by
cther sources and as logic would dictate, does not require
that this be done, cumbersome as these designrations are,
and the typist routinely fills them in as the official
copy is typed from the draft.

- Although only a draft, this document has been signed
by KOVSHUK as being approved, which is against common
sense and KGB practice. NOSENKO himself noted this dis-
crepancy, asking himself aloud why KOVSHUK had done' this.

- Although only a draft, the name of the target of
the plan appears several times,; but earlier KGB defectors
have stated and NOSENKO himself has confirmed that the
name is left out of drafts so the typist ir the typing
pool will not krow the identity of the subject of the
report; a blank line is used wherever the name is to
appear to be filled in by hand by the case officer after
the document comes back from the typist.

- On the basis of references to LANGELLE and POPOV,
this vlan (which is not dated) would have to have been
drafted sometime after October 1959. WINTERS by this
time had been in Moscow since August 1958, had been de-
tected in operational letter-mailing, and had been
associating with KGB officers, etc. Neither this
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operational plan nor any other of the drafts included in
the CHEREPANOV package cited a KG3 cryptonym for hin, and
he is always referred to in true name, but this is contrary
to the usage in the other operational plans in the package.
It is also contrary to KGB practice, as described by NOS&i-
KO and other sources.

- The draft cited several technical aids to be used in
tre clandestine. study of WINTERS. It not only gives the KGB
cryptonym of metka and “"Néptun-80*° for two of these techni-
ques, but immediately thereafter explains for what purpose
each one of them is used. In the other operational plans
from CHEREPANOV, and in conformance with the established
KGB practice of inserting crvotonvms for such devices,
these preparations are not only rot descrited, but the
blan% line typed by the typist has been filled in by hand
after typing.

In addition to the above points of form, this same document
contains statements which run counter to rigid KGB practice and
which are internally contradictory, especially noteworthy in an
approved draft. One of the objectives arnourced in the plan is
to investigate two Soviet citizens who were detected in contact
with WINTERS in Moscow; one of the two is identified parenthetic-
ally as having gone abroad. This document, if ganuine, would be
an admission on the part of the case officer, and an 2pproval
thereof by his supervisor, that a Soviet citizen who had been
observed in contact with an identified officer of American Intel-
ligence had been cleared by the KGB for travel abroad before the
nature of that contact had been satisfactorily determined by the
KGB. This is in contradiction to all available informatior con-
cerning KGB travel clearances, which are denied on the basis of
unauthorized contacts between Soviet citizens and foreigners in
the Soviet Union, not to mention Westerr Intelligence officers.
The draft, which consists of only thres paragraphs, can be sum-
marized briefly by paragraph to demons:trate the internal contra-
dictions: '

- To establish the nature of WINTERS' intelligence
activities in the U3SR, six special tasks will be carried
out, including round-the-clock surveillance, metka,
“Neptun-80, " hiiden microphores. other audio-devices.
and investigation of already identified Soviet citizens.

- Because he already been identified as an irtelli-
gence operator, and he has a hostile attitude toward the
USSR, there is no basis for recruitment; therefore the
actions outlined 